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INTRODUCTION 
1 
Contemporary research concerned with achievement-related behaviors 
began with the achievement motivation theory of Atkinson, McCleHand, 
and colleagues (McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953). This 
seminal work heralded a voluminous body of research regarding a posited 
need for achievement (nAch), its attendant measure using Thematic 
Apperception Test (TAT) protocols, and more recently, research regarding 
cognitive (cf. Weiner, 1974), and social and situational aspects of 
achievement-related behaviors (cf. Lenny, 1977; Stein & Bailey, 1973). 
Although differences between men and women In achievement-related be­
haviors were apparent almost three decades ago (McClelland et al., 1953), 
and these differences were recognized by researchers in the field as 
a problem in generality for achievement motivation theory (Atkinson, 
1958), systematic research concerning women's achievement was not 
forthcoming for twenty years (Alper, 1974; Sarason & Smith, 1971). 
Researchers using sex as an Independent variable have found that men 
achieve greater occupational status and pay than women (cf. Kreps, 
1971), and that men's expectancies for success are higher than women's 
(Crandall, 1975; Feather, 1969; Lenny, 1977). In addition, men tend to 
attribute success to stable factors (e.g., ability) more than women. 
In this paper, the term achievement-related behaviors will be used 
to refer to a broad range of topics including achievement motivation, sex 
differences in achievement orientations, achievement related cognitions, 
and overt performance. Achievement orientation refers to usually sex-
typed definitions of success and failure, and preferences for achieve­
ment tasks. Achievement cognitions Include, but are not restricted to, 
attributions concerning performance. Achievement behavior refers to 
overt performance. 
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while women tend to attribute failure to stable factors (e.g., lack of 
ability) more than do men (Deaux, 1976; Deaux & Emswiller, 1974; Weiner, 
1974). Furthermore, men tend to outperform women in competitive settings 
(Horner, 1974). 
Attempts to delineate and explain the nature of sex differences in 
achievement-related behaviors have taken a variety of courses. Some 
researchers have focused on adapting the existing theory of achievement 
motivation to handle data from women (e.g., Horner, 1972; Veroff, 1977). 
Other attempts have examined the cognitive factors involved in achieve­
ment (e.g., Deaux, 1976; Deaux & Emswiller, 1974), the effects of situa­
tional variables (Lenny, 1977), and the development of achievement-
related behaviors (e.g., Klpnis, 1974; Stein & Bailey, 1973). The 
thesis to be explored in the current research is that men and women 
differ in the types of activities that they consider important for 
achievement, and in the ways that they define success and failure. A 
number of models of sex differences in achievement orientations will be 
outlined, and used to characterize these differences. 
Models of Achievement Orientations 
Attempts to characterize the differences between men's and women's 
achievement have roots in many areas of psychological theory. All, 
however, consider men and women to differ in their orientation to 
achievement. They consider men to be primarily oriented towards and 
involved in one sort of activity, and women to be oriented towards and 
Involved In other sorts of achievement behaviors. 
3 
Bakan's agency-communion duality 
In an essay which dealt with the "ultimate concern" (over what 
determines being versus not-being), David Bakan attempted to reconcile 
theology and science (Bakan, 1966). Bakan relied heavily on Freudian 
thought and sex differences research to develop a duality of continua 
that he termed agency and communion. Agency and communion were con­
sidered to be "... fundamental modalities In the existence of living 
forms..." (Bakan, 1966, p. 15). He used these "life strategies" to 
characterize many aspects of the ultimate concern, and posited that 
agentic and communal tendencies exist in all organisms (from a cellular 
level to complex societal functioning), but that their expression is 
variable and dependent upon situational, societal, and Intrapsychic 
variables. He felt that for optimum functioning, individuals should 
2 
reflect both tendencies . Bakan's agency-communion duality is related 
to sex differences in a way that suggests "built in" differences between 
men and women. Bakan is not lucid with respect to the dynamics of the 
development of sex differences in agency and communion; however, he sees 
the duality as a reflection of male and female life principles. 
Agency was Bakan's term for the characteristic of organisms that 
engenders individuality. Agency is manifest in considerations of the 
self: self-protection, self-assertion. Individualism, and the separation 
of the self from others. Mastery of the physical world, and of the 
individual's psychical world (through repression and denial) are also 
2 In this way, Bakan's characterization seems much like the concept 
of androgyny, in which full functioning is characterized by both 
masculine and feminine tendencies. 
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fundamental aspects of the expression of agency. 
Communion was used by Bakan to reflect the basic tendency to 
participate in a group. Communion is manifest in a sense of "... 
being at one with other organisms" (Bakan, 1966, p. 15). Communion is 
reflected in openness, union with others, the removal of repression, 
and noncontractual cooperation. 
Bakan surveyed psychoanalytic psychology, theology, and sex dif­
ferences research to illustrate his agency-communion duality. For 
example, Bakan considered theological and psychoanalytic themes as­
sociated with Satan to be exemplars of agency. Thus, agentic separation 
is displayed in Satan being cast down from Heaven, and Biblical and 
psychoanalytic themes abound with examples of Satan's mastery of the 
physical world. 
Jourard's (1964) findings were interpreted by Bakan to indicate 
greater agency in men, than in women, and greater communal tendencies 
in women than in men. Jourard observed that men disclosed less and less 
personally than did women, whereas women were more likely than men to 
reciprocate in self-disclosure. Thus, men's tendency for agentic self-
separation, and women's tendency for communal mutuality were expressed 
through differing levels of self-disclosure. Also, research by Witkin and 
associates (1954) concerning field dependence-Independence was cited in 
Bakan's characterization of men as egocentric (agentic separation) and 
women as alterocentric (conminal openness and other-directedness). 
More relevant to the thrust of the current research is Bakan's 
hypothesis that agency and communion typify men's and women's achieve­
ment strivings. Bakan appraised literature concerning women's and men's 
5 
achievement strivings and attainments, and concluded (much as did 
Stein & Bailey, 1973) that it is the focus of achievement, and not 
levels of achievement that differentiate men's and women's strivings 
for excellence. He relied heavily on McClelland et al.'s (1953) data 
concerning the arousal of achievement imagery. Men's achievement motiva­
tion scores were elevated relative to neutral instruction groups when 
the TAT measure was described as being related to intellectual func­
tioning. Women's TAT achievement motivation scores did not change due 
to intellectual emphasis instructions; rather, their scores were higher 
when the TAT measure was described as being related to social acceptance. 
Thus, Bakan proposed that the achievement strivings of men are directed 
at the agentic concerns of self-enhancement, attainment of eminence, 
and mastery. Women were considered to be more communally oriented than 
men, and would be expected to strive for accomplishments that would 
bring them into harmony with others. For example, when involved in the 
pursuit of knowledge, men would strive for agentic knowledge (informa­
tion which is useful in a specific sense), while women would strive for 
communal knowledge (knowledge which is focused on understanding, and 
not specific utility). 
Although researchers have used Bakan's (1966) agency-communion 
duality to describe sex differences (e.g.. Block, 1973; Buss, 1981; 
Spence & Helmreich, 1978), there have been few direct tests of his 
ideas, especially with regard to achievement-related behaviors. Carl­
son (1971) studied men's and women's descriptions of life experiences 
(not necessarily achievement-related) and found that women's reports 
were more communal in nature (experiences expressed in subjective and 
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Interpersonal terms) than men's. Men's descriptions were more agentic 
(experiences expressed in objective. Individualistic, and personally 
distant terms) than were women's. Hagen (Note 1) developed a measure 
of agency-communion, and found it to be useful in predicting affillative 
behavior. This measure was also used to predict achievement behavior 
In competitive (agentic) and cooperative (communal) achievement 
settings; however, no significant differences due to the agentic or 
communal orientation of females and males was observed (Gaeddert, 
Note 2). 
Since Bakan's agency-communion duality has been widely used to 
characterize differences between men and women, it is surprising that 
so few tests of his hypotheses have been made. The present research 
will attempt to provide empirical evidence regarding the usefulness 
of Bakan's characterization of the achievement-related behavior of women 
and men. 
Stein and Bailey's domain hypothesis 
In a now classic review of the literature regarding the socializa­
tion of achievement motives in women. Stein and Bailey (1973) focused 
on a reinterpretatlon of the social approval hypotheses of Crandall 
(1963) and Veroff (1969), and examined cultural and developmental ef­
fects on women's achievement orientation. 
Crandall (1963) and Veroff (1969) proposed that the achievement 
behavior of females is directed toward gaining social approval, and 
is therefore dependent upon external social cues. Stein and Bailey 
(1973) cited a number of studies to support their claim that the social 
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approval hypothesis was not accurate in characterizing the achievement 
behavior of women. For example, according to the social approval 
hypothesis, women's achievement should be greatly impaired by criticism 
regarding their performance. In fact, Hetherington and Ross (1963) 
and Yonge (1964) found that females worked harder, and performed better 
than did males following criticism of their performance. In addition. 
Stein and Bailey (1973) considered Veroff's (1969) conclusions to be 
weakened by his reliance on male-appropriate tasks, and projective 
measures of achievement motivation that used only male stimulus figures. 
These procedures clearly mitigate the probability of finding evidence 
for achievement motivation in females. 
Stein and Bailey (1973) suggested that rather than being motivated 
by social approval, women are motivated to achieve in social relations. 
Thus, social skills are an important domain for women's achievement 
strivings, but women do not achieve in order to gain social approval 
to a greater extent than do men. In essence. Stein and Bailey's 
domain hypothesis states that women's achievement strivings will be 
directed towards feminine activities (social, or affillative activities), 
while those of men ought to be oriented towards masculine types of 
goals and problems (excellence in objective tasks, mastery of tasks). 
Evidence such as Stein, Pohly, and Mueller's (1971) finding that girls 
had higher expectancies for success on feminine than on masculine typed 
tasks was used to buttress their assertion. 
Sex-roles were thought by Stein and Bailey to be the carriers of 
sex related differences in achievement. Stein (1971) found that women 
who manifest traditional achievement behavior (i.e., masculine) de-
8 
fined achievement as being more feminine than did women who were not 
high achievers. Also, Llppman-Blumen (1972) found that sex-role tradi­
tional women derived more vicarious satisfaction from their husband's 
successes than did less sex-role traditional women. These findings 
(and others cited in Stein & Bailey, 1973) suggest that in order to 
maintain their sex-role identity, women must redefine the femininity 
of achievement, achieve in a feminine career, or derive vicarious 
satisfaction from the achievements of others (Stein & Bailey, 1973). 
Developmental changes in achievement-related behaviors also support the 
notion that women's achievement strivings are primarily directed by 
the sex-role appropriateness of the achievement domain. It appears 
that early adolescence is a crucial period in the development of women's 
achievement strivings. Thus, while male high school underachievers showed 
a pattern of chronic underachlevement, female high school underachievers 
tended to achieve at expected levels until junior high school (Shaw & 
McCuen, 1960). Douvan and Adelson (1966) found that the career goals 
of females were much less realistic and well-defined than were the goals 
of males. Stein and Bailey (1973) Interpreted these findings to mean 
that females in high school were reacting to the realization that aca­
demic achievement is not congruent with the feminine role. 
According to Stein and Bailey, the basis for sex differences in 
achievement orientations lies in different socialization and child 
rearing experiences for boys and girls. They reviewed studies con­
cerning the effects of parental warmth (e.g., Crandall & Battle, 
1970), permissiveness (e.g., Hetherlngton, 1967), Independence training 
(e.g., Baumrind, 1971), the encouragement of achievement (e.g., Crandall, 
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1963), and the effects of modeling and identification (Douvan & Adelson, 
1966), and concluded that the child rearing practices that engender 
femininity have debilitating effects on adult achievement. For example, 
high parental warmth and restrictlveness are related to feminity and 
passivity (cf. Kagan & Moss, 1962; Hetherington, 1967), but are nega­
tively related to adult achievement (cf. Douvan & Adelson, 1966). 
Although Stein and Bailey called for an emphasis "... on females' 
achievement striving in self-selected activities..." (1973, p. 345), 
no published research has directly tested their domain hypothesis. 
Travis, Burnett-Doerlng, and Reid (Note 3) examined the self-selected 
achievements of women and men and found mild support for the prediction 
that women's achievements would fall primarily into the social-
afflliatlve domain. These researchers solicited reports of recent 
success and failure events in college students' lives. Subjects' 
self-selected achievement events were then categorized on the basis 
of whether the subject reported achievements in the task-mastery or in 
the soda 1-affillative domain. Travis et al. found that the description 
of achievements were primarily focused on the mastery of objective 
tasks for all subjects; however, women were more likely than men to 
report affillative accomplishments. 
Klpnls's inner-other directed distinction 
Dorothy Kipnls developed a conceptualization of sex differences in 
achievement that was focused on intellectual achievement. Her thesis 
was that men are other-directed, while women are inner-directed with 
respect to their intellectual achievement. Kipnls (1974, 1976, Note 4) 
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drew from Riesman's delineation of social and character structures 
(Riesman, Glazer, & Denny, 1953) to propose her model of sex dif­
ferences in achievement strivings. Riesman et al. considered inner 
direction to characterize American society during the period of western 
expansion. 
During this period, social status was no longer fixed by tradi­
tion, and social mobility could be accomplished through one's own ef­
fort. The superego, as a product of parental admonitions to achieve, 
became "... a gyroscopic guide to conduct" (Kipnis, Note 4, p. 4). 
Inner directedness implies that internalized codes of conduct focus 
the individual's activities, especially those aimed at the attainment 
of goals (achievement behavior). Riesman further maintained that 
changes in the structure of society (e.g., rural/small town to urban/ 
suburban; rapidly expanding economy to a stable bureaucratic economy) 
have resulted in an other directed society. Upward social mobility no 
longer depends upon entreprenurial self-focused strivings, rather, it 
is contingent upon the judgments of peers and immediate supervisors. 
These variable measures of attainment suggest that individuals, in 
order to achieve, must direct their efforts to the approval of others. 
Kipnis (1974; Note 4) asserted that the socialization of girls and 
boys mirror socialization patterns that Riesman considered to be the 
foundations of inner vs. other direction. Characteristic patterns of 
rearing male children, such as reliance on peer groups for socializa­
tion and relatively loose parental supervision (Bronfenbrenner, 1970) 
engender other-directedness (Kipnis, 1974). Kipnis also indicated 
that close parental supervision and women's reliance on parental ap­
11 
proval for achievement efforts (Crandall, Dewey, Katkovsky, & Preston, 
1964) are evidence of socialization practices that foster inner-
direction. 
Kipnis (1974) used achievement-related research from three diverse 
areas to support her inner-other direction hypothesis. She first 
examined research regarding men's and women's reactions to competition 
and the arousal of achievement motivation in order to show that males' 
strivings are instigated and maintained in achievement situations in 
which evaluation is expected and incentives for achievement are of­
fered. Numerous studies have examined the conditions under which fe­
males' and males' TAT protocols differ. Although women's achievement 
motivation scores are comparable to men's in neutral settings (the TAT 
measure is typically introduced as a test of creativity; cf. Lindzey & 
Goldberg, 1953), men's achievement motivation is aroused by instructions 
that introduce the TAT measures as being related to intellectual or 
leadership abilities (Lynn, 1967; McClelland et al., 1953). Kipnis 
also cited Deci's (1972) research to support her claim that men rely 
on external cues and incentives to guide their achievement behavior. 
In Deci's research, subjects were asked to solve intellectual puzzles, 
and were given either monetary rewards, or social approval as ex­
trinsic reinforcement. Males were found to work hardest when verbal 
praise was given, but females' effort was unrelated to either form of 
3 
reward ., Furthermore, Horner's (1970) finding that men outperform 
^Although recent research (Williams, 1980) casts doubt upon Deci's 
theoretical explanations (cf. Deci, 1975), Kipnis' interpretation of 
Deci's data is not compromised by these considerations. 
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women in competitive settings was taken by Kipnis to demonstrate men's 
other-directedness in achievement. 
In order to buttress her hypothesis that women's achievement is 
characterized by adherence to internalized standards (inner-directed), 
Kipnis (1974) examined studies of cheating. According to Kipnis, the 
inner-directed character of women's achievement strivings is demonstrated 
if it can be shown that women's behavior in achievement settings is 
associated with strong cultural values. She expected that research 
would show that men's cheating in achievement settings was regulated 
by external sanctions (i.e., situational variables), whereas women's 
was based on internalized values. Grade school boys with high achieve­
ment motivation have been found to cheat more than girls high in 
achievement motivation (Johnson & Gormley, 1972; Mischel & Gilligan, 
1964), and the cheating of boys was more related to the number of 
answers they missed than to their achievement motivation level (Johnson 
& Gormley, 1972). Similarly, Dienstbier and Munter (1971) found that 
the cheating of college-aged men was more strongly related to situa­
tional variables (anticipated effects of a placebo drug) than was the 
cheating of college-aged women. Thus, cheating in boys and men seems 
to be tied primarily to situational variables, whereas the cheating of 
girls and women appears to be regulated by Internal standards. 
Finally, Kipnis (1974) expected that due to males' other-directed 
achievement strivings, their achievement effort and behavior would 
show greater fluctuations over time than would females' inner-directed 
strivings. Indeed, achievement motivation measured by TAT protocols 
was stable for women over a twenty-year period, yet for men, achievement 
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motivation at age 18 was not related to achievement motivation at age 
40 (Skolnlck, 1966a, 1966b). 
Although Kipnls presents a cogent and Intuitively viable hypothesis, 
her thesis has not been examined by research designed to test the utility 
of these dimensions. 
Veroff 8 process vs. Impact distinction 
In an attempt to supplement the achievement motivation theory of 
Atkinson, McClelland and colleagues (cf. Atkinson & Raynor, 1974; 
McClelland et al., 1953), Veroff (1977) developed a taxonomy of achieve­
ment motivation types. He identified six types of achievement motiva­
tion by considering two basic dimensions Involved in peoples' defini­
tions of success and failure. The first dimension is whether the person 
emphasizes the process or the impact of an accomplishment. The second 
dimension deals with the standards (individually, socially, or task 
defined) by which people evaluate their accomplishments. The former 
dimension is of primary Interest to this research, for Veroff argued 
that men are characterized by an emphasis on the Impact of their 
achievements, while women are characterized by an emphasis on the 
process of accomplishment. 
A process emphasis In the evaluation of an accomplishment Implies 
that the actor considers how something was done, rather than what was 
done. Veroff used the example of completing a jigsaw puzzle, and ad­
miring the work in terms of the arduous, patient effort that was ex­
pended during the course of completing the puzzle. When the locus of 
the standard of excellence (Veroffs second dimension) is considered, 
process emphasis in achievement is illustrated by striving for 
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autonomy in achievement, à feeling of doing what is expected of one­
self, and a feeling of competence in accomplishing a class of tasks 
or activities. 
The emphasis of impact in achievement suggests that an actor 
evaluates accomplishment in terms of what was done, or in terms of 
the effects of the accomplishment. To consider the example of the jig­
saw puzzle, an impact emphasis would be evident in satisfaction due 
mainly to the final solution and seeing the completed picture. Veroff 
typified impact oriented achievement strivings as those which focus on 
the application of power in accomplishment, competitive success, and 
solving particular tasks. 
Veroff (1977) reviewed a portion of the literature dealing with 
sex differences in achievement motivation to support his hypothesis that 
men emphasize impact and women emphasize process in achievement. For 
example, Veroff cited Deci's (1972) finding that social reinforcement 
changed men's interest in a task more than it changed women's interest 
in the task to support the notion that women's achievement is charac­
terized by striving for autonomy (a process emphasis). He also noted 
that some studies (Langsam, 1973; Depner, Note 5) have found that women 
are more likely than men to be interested in, and motivated by autonomy 
in achievement. 
Men's emphasis on impact was illustrated by studies such as House 
(1974) and Veroff, McClelland, and Marquis (1971) which found that men 
set very high goals (i.e., standards that no one else could attain), 
whereas women tended to aspire to moderate or easily attainable goals. 
Veroff took these studies to indicate that men's achievement was 
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characterized by extremely high and competitive (impact oriented) goal 
setting, whereas women's achievement strivings were less competitively 
oriented. 
Veroff (1969) found that women were more interested than men in 
building competence at tasks, but men were more interested in single-
4 
shots at difficult tasks . An emphasis on building competence was 
interpreted by Veroff (1977) to indicate greater process emphasis. 
Finally, Veroff et al. (1971) noted that measures of achievement motiva­
tion were related to status consciousness (impact orientation) for men, 
but that achievement motivation in women was related to an emphasis on 
the value of effort (a process emphasis) in achievement. 
Veroff (1977) did not focus on the development of process versus 
impact orientations to achievement; however, he suggested that these 
orientations to achievement are learned and not innate. He proposed 
that men and women are taught to value and strive for different sorts 
of attainment, and that these differences in socialization account for 
the differences in achievement orientation. 
The process vs. impact distinction has not been investigated heavily; 
however, some studies have considered Veroffs (1977) distinction. 
Travis et al. (Note 3) content analyzed subjects' descriptions of recent 
accomplishments and failures according to whether the descriptions stressed 
task or social concerns, and whether the descriptions indicated process 
vs. Impact orientations to achievement. They found evidence for greater 
^Recall that Stein and Bailey (1973) criticized this research for 
using only masculine tasks. It is not clear whether Veroff would have 
obtained support for his impact-procèss distinction if both feminine 
and masculine typed tasks had been used. 
16 
impact orientation in maies than in females, and greater process 
orientation in females than in males. Other researchers (Gaeddert & 
Kahn, Note 6) used the process vs. impact dimension to typify types of 
achievement situations, and found that while most people preferred 
process oriented situations (e.g., a cooperative effort), they were 
preferred more by women than men; however, no sex differences in per­
formance in the different situations were found. 
Comparison of Models 
The basic distinction made in each of the models outlined above is 
that men more than women seem to be self-enhancement and mastery oriented, 
competitive, and extrinsically motivated. Women, relative to men, 
appear to be less pretentious, more Intrinsically motivated, and more 
apt to consider achievement settings as interpersonal situations. 
Figure 1 depicts a summary and comparison of the four models of 
sex differences in achievement behavior. One point of comparison 
concerns the dynamics of the sex differences. Although Bakan's (1966) 
formulation can be used to make predictions concerning achievement-
related behaviors that are similar to those based on Stein and Bailey's 
(1973) conceptions, Bakan holds that the predicted sex differences are 
innate. Each of the other three models definitely suggest that the 
carriers of the predicted sex differences lie in sex roles, and 
socialization patterns. The issue of biological versus social roots 
of the proposed differences is virtually unanswerable (cf. linger, 
1979), particularly in the context of the current research. However, 
Model Dimension Basis for differences Effects on achievement 
Bakan (1966) 
Stein and 
Bailey (1973) 
Agency-
communion 
Task-mastery 
vs. social-
affiliative 
Biologically based mas­
culine and feminine 
life principles 
Socialization and sex 
roles 
Appropriate domain of 
accomplishment 
Appropriate domain of 
accomplishment 
Kipnis (1974) Other directed 
vs. inner 
directed 
Primary socializing 
agents differ 
Performance evaluation 
Veroff (1977) Impact vs. 
process 
Socialization-social 
learning 
Performance evaluation 
Figure 1. Summary of sex differences in achievement models 
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a measure of masculinity-femininity will be used in ancillary investiga­
tions in the hope of gaining insight into this issue. 
The second major dimension of comparison among the conceptualiza­
tions presented in Figure 1 involves the consideration of whether the 
models predict differences in perceptions of the domain of important 
achievement activities, or in conceptual biases in the evaluation of 
achievement. Bakan's and Stein and Bailey's models speak mainly to the 
domain of important achievement activities. Both models make similar 
distinctions, which revolve on masculine mastery and instrumentality 
versus feminine warmth and affillativeness. Thus, women would be ex­
pected to value and attempt activities that would allow them to express 
excellence in union with others or interpersonal warmth and sensitivity. 
Men, according to these models would be expected to value and attempt 
activities that would illustrate their ability to master tasks, and 
act as vehicles for action. 
Veroff's and Klpnis' models deal primarily with the ways in which 
success and failure are defined. According to these models, women tend 
to define success by internal standards, whereas men use external 
standards (e.g., mastery of the task; the reactions of other people). 
Distinctions very similar to the ones made by Bakan, Klpnis, Stein 
and Bailey, and Veroff can be seen with respect to research in Game 
Theory (Rubin & Brown, 1975), influenceabllity (Eagly, 1978), bargaining 
and coalition formation (Vlnacke, 1959), allocation behavior (Kahn, 
Nelson, & Gaeddert, 1980) and sex role stereotypes (Broverman, Vogel, 
Broverman, Clarkson, & Rosenkrantz, 1972). This generality seems to 
'it 
be attributable to the pervasive Influence of sex role stereotypes. 
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The feminine stereotype of passivity, affiliation, emotionality, and 
expressiveness appears to be grounds for researchers' perceptions that 
women are influençable because they try to maintain interpersonal 
harmony (Eagly, 1978)^, that their bargaining and allocation behaviors 
are influenced by concern for others (Kahn et al., 1980; Vinacke, 1959), 
and that their achievement is regulated by internal standards (Kipnis, 
1974; Veroff, 1977) and social concerns (Stein & Bailey, 1973). Simi­
larly, . the masculine stereotype of instrumentality, aggressiveness, 
self-assertion, and dominance seems to provide a basis for interpreta­
tions of data that show that men bargain to win (Vinacke, 1959), al­
locate equitably (Kahn et al., 1980), and that their achievement is 
directed towards self-enhancement (Bakan, 1966; Stein & Bailey, 
Veroff, 1977). To the extent that these interpretations based on sex 
role stereotypes are accurate, the generality of such findings is en­
couraging, and provides structure and focus for research. 
Comparison of the four models (see Table 1) suggests that only 
domain and performance evaluation dimensions are needed to describe 
and predict men's and women's achievement. However, the four models 
yield eight dimensions that can be used to predict sex differences in 
achievement behavior. The basic similarity (overlap, "fuzziness") 
of the models can be easily illustrated. A communal orientation is 
• 5 Very recent research (Eagly, Wood, & Fishbaugh, 1981) suggests 
that gender differences in influencability are primarily due to males 
decreasing their conforming behavior when monitored by a group. While 
this interpretation differs from the view that females are oriented 
toward achieving interpersonal harmony through conformity, it is con­
sistent with the notion that men's behavior is more other directed than 
women's (cf. Kipnis, 1974). 
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expected to be expressed as striving for "oneness with others" and 
would probably result in a person (women more than men) attempting 
to achieve close, lasting relationships within a group of people. 
Based on Stein and Bailey's affiliative domain hypothesis, a woman would 
be expected to strive for close, lasting friendships, more than a man 
would. These predictions are nearly identical. Similarly, predictions 
based on Bakan's agency dimension would be very much the same as those 
based on Stein and Bailey's mastery domain. In both cases, men would 
be expected to value and attempt to achieve mastery over objective tasks 
to a greater extent than would women. However, the conception of agency 
also carries connotations of self-separation through achievement. Thus, 
while there is overlap among these models, there also appear to be 
differences. 
There are also areas of overlap and differences among the performance 
evaluation dimensions. A person with an inner-directed focus in achieve­
ment should evaluate his or her performance as successful to the extent 
to which internalized standards were met. One such internal standard 
may be a consideration of the process (Véroff's dimension) by which the 
goal was achieved. Impact and other-directed orientations both imply 
that men more than women will evaluate their performances in terms of 
being better than other people, a standard which is also associated 
with agentic separation. However, a process emphasis is related to 
striving for autonomy in achievement, an aspect of success definition 
that is not included in Kipnis' view of inner-direction. 
There is great overlap among the models that stress domain vs. 
success definitions, as well as some overlap between these dimensions. 
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This conmunality among the models creates ambiguity in the description 
of the important aspects of sex differences in achievement. Research 
on achievement would be greatly facilitated by a more precise delinea­
tion of the important aspects of sex differences in achievement. 
Purpose of the Present Study 
The four sex differences in achievement models indicate dimensions 
of differences in achievement focus for men and women. Although 
these models are empirically based, they have not been used to generate 
research designed to test the accuracy of their predictions. The utility 
of these models in predicting the actual achievement-related behaviors 
of women and men needs to be evaluated. Since no previous research has 
compared all four of the models of sex differences in achievement, the 
current research is aimed at determining the extent to which (if any), 
these models are accurate in characterizing the achievement strivings 
of women and men, and the extent to which the four models are inde­
pendent or redundant in depicting sex differences in achievement. 
Since the focus of this research is to determine the extent to 
which any of the sex differences in achievement models are accurate in 
predicting the actual domains and styles of achievement that are important 
to men and women, a unique approach will be taken with respect to 
achievement strivings. Self-reports of actual success and failure ex­
periences were solicited from female and male subjects. Thus, . 
rather than being restricted to manipulated tasks and outcomes (the 
typical approach in achievement research), subjects will determine 
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those tasks and styles of achievement that are Important to them. 
This type of Investigation will allow men and women to freely express 
their preferences for different domains of achievement, and their 
descriptions of how they knew they had accomplished their goals will 
provide information regarding subjects' definitions of success and 
failure. Subjects' answers to open-ended questions about an important 
achievement and an important failure in their lives will be content 
analyzed to provide information concerning the extent to which they 
support predictions based on the four models. 
According to Bakan's (1966) model, the essays of men should emphasize 
the mastery of a task, and separation of themselves from others 
through distinguished achievement to a greater extent than those of 
women. Women, according to Bakan's model, should describe experiences 
associated with strivings for interpersonal harmony more than men's 
descriptions. Stein and Bailey's (1973) domain hypothesis suggests similar 
distinctions between the achievement essays of men and women. According 
to their model, men more than women should stress the mastery of a 
particular task, whereas women more than men should describe ex­
periences related to making friends and other afflllative goals. 
Based onKlpnis' (1974) dimensions, the definitions of success for women 
should reflect a comparison with internal standards more than men's 
definitions. Men's feelings of success would be expected to be based 
more in comparisons with other peoples' performances and the attainment 
of status to a greater extent than those of women. Veroff's (1977) hypothesis 
that women's achievement strivings emphasize the process of accomplish­
ment suggests that women, more than men, will determine their percep-
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tlons of success vs. failure based on the extent to which they felt 
competent at the activity. Men, according to Veroff should base their 
definitions of success on whether they had visibly accomplished what 
they set out to do, and whether they had excelled in relation to others. 
Women should show less evidence of this impact emphasis than men. 
The comparison of the four models suggests that the dimensions devel­
oped by Bakan and Stein and Bailey will be highly related. Thus, agency 
and task-mastery should be positively related to each other. Also, com­
munal and social-affiliative orientations are expected to be positively 
associated with each other. Similarly, an emphasis on impact in defining 
success should be associated with other-direction, and inner direction and 
process emphasis should be positively related to each other. Conceptual 
analysis does not provide strong predictions regarding the inter­
relationships of dimensions of domain and success definition. It 
seems likely that to the extent that task-mastery and agency are 
male characteristics, they will be related to impact and other-directed 
definitions of, success. Also, the speculation that a preference for 
afflllatlve-communal achievement domains will be related to process-
inner -directed definitions of success seems plausible, if both of 
the dimensions are equally characteristic of women. 
Summary 
Subjects' reports of real world experiences with success and failure 
were examined.to determine the extent to which any of the models of 
sex differences in achievement, or some combination of the models, is 
accurate in the prediction of men's and women's achievement strivings. 
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Sex differences are expected to be evident in each of the eight dimen­
sions derived from the four models, and the domain dimensions (agency-
communion; task-mastery vs. social-affiliative) are expected to be more 
highly related to each other than to the performance evaluation dimen­
sions (inner vs. other direction; impact vs. process emphasis). 
Ancillary Investigations 
In conjunction with the primary focus of this study, a number of 
related topics will be investigated in order to gain further insight 
into the important dimensions which differentiate women's from men's 
achievement-related behaviors. 
Masculinity and femininity 
Psychological masculinity or femininity can be considered to indi­
cate the extent to which individuals espouse sex role stereotypes. 
Masculinity and femininity are seen as personality characteristics 
by Spence and Helmreich (1978), who have developed a measure of these 
dimensions (Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974). Their Personal At­
tributes Questionnaire (PAQ) consists of three scales, a masculinity 
scale, a femininity scale, and a masculinity-femininity scale. These 
scales are made up of sets of characteristics associated with men (e.g., 
independence) or women (e.g., gentle) presented as bipolar rating scales. 
Recently, Spence and Helmreich (1978) have suggested that their scale 
is primarily a measure of instrumentality (masculinity) vs. expressive­
ness (femininity), and in response to criticisms of the concept of 
androgyny (cf. Locksley & Colten, 1979), they have asserted that the 
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PAQ measures only instrumentality and expressiveness (Spence & Helm­
relch, 1979). 
Scores on the FAQ have been related to variables such as sex 
(males tend to score higher than women on masculinity, whereas women 
usually score higher than men on femininity; Spence and Helmreich, 1978; 
Spence et al., 1975) and scientific attainment (masculinity is as­
sociated with greater attainment than is femininity; Spence & Helmreich, 
1978). Masculinity has been found to correlate positively with orienta­
tions to mastery and competitive focused achievement, whereas femininity 
is correlated with a belief in the efficacy of effort in accomplish­
ment (Olds & Shaver, 1980; Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Masculinity has 
also been associated with greater self-esteem and better psychological 
adjustment than femininity (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 
Since Spence and Helmreich (1978, 1979) have described their scale 
as measuring instrumentality and expressiveness, it seems likely that 
scores on the PAQ will be most closely associated with differences in 
achievement domains. It is expected that masculinity will indicate 
agency and task-mastery orientations in achievement. Femininity is 
expected to predict orientations to communal and social-affiliative 
accomplishments. Furthermore, it is likely that masculinity will be 
associated with other-directed and impact definitions of success, as 
these dimensions seem to be related to mastery and competitiveness. 
Also, femininity should indicate inner-directed and process defini­
tions for success, for an emphasis on the efficacy of work in accomplish­
ment can be seen as an internal-process orientation. 
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Attributions for self-selected performances 
Stable sex differences have been found in causal attributions for 
success and failure. Women tend to attribute success to variable 
factors such as effort or luck more than do men (Deaux, 1976), and at­
tribute failure to stable factors such as lack of ability more than do 
men (Deaux & Emswiller, 1974). These patterns are especially evident 
when achievement tasks are stereotypically masculine (Deaux & Farris, 
1977; Rosenfield & Stephan, 1978). Two approaches to understanding these 
sex differences in achievement attributions have been taken. One view 
is that the attributions of males are self-serving, whereas the attribu­
tions of women are not. The second hypothesis suggests that differences 
in attributions are due to differences in reinforcement histories. 
Recent reviews of the literature regarding attributions for suc­
cess and failure (Bradley, 1978; Zuckerman, 1979) have summarized evi­
dence regarding a postulated self-serving bias in attribution. When 
this analysis is applied to achievement attributions, success is at­
tributed to factors that are self-enhancing and repeatable such as 
ability, or effort. Failure is attributed to factors that are self-
protecting such as bad luck, or lack of effort. The sex differences In 
attributions for success and failure suggest that women's attributions 
are less ego-protecting than are men's (Zuckerman, 1979). 
A second means of viewing sex differences in achievement attribu­
tions has been to focus on the stability of women's and men's reinforce­
ment patterns (cf. Dweck, 1975) and the resulting patterns of causal 
attributions (Travis et al., Note 3). Using this conceptualization, men 
typically attribute achievement to stable causes because of their 
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experiences with performance on objective tasks. Since objective tasks 
have publicly identifiable outcomes, feedback concerning performance 
on these types of activities will be closely associated (by the actor) 
with the performance. Thus, the reinforcement men gain from achievement 
is stable and objectively defined. Women, however, are more experienced 
with achievement on tasks with subjective definitions of success (such 
as afflliatlve accomplishments) and their reinforcement for achievement 
is much more varied and less stable. 
The research that has been used to support these views differs. 
The sex differences in self-serving attributions have been found in 
situations in which an experimenter controlled the task, outcomes, or 
both (cf., Zuckerman, 1979). However, Travis et al. (Note 3) found 
evidence for the importance of a stability-instability bias using subjects' 
attributions for real world successes and failures. Since attributlonal 
analysis is purportedly aimed at the psychology of the naive observer 
(cf. Heider, 1958), it.is surprising that so little research has examined 
the attributlonal patterns for success and failure as experienced in 
"real life" settings. 
In the present research, subjects were not constrained in selecting 
the tasks about which they made causal attributions. Therefore, it was 
hoped that the findings of Travis et al. would be replicated, and that 
subjects' attributions would be sex-differentiated along a stability-
instability dimension. In addition, the possibility that subjects' 
scores on the PAQ would provide differentiation in attributions was ex­
plored. 
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Achievement motivation and attributions 
The locus of control (internal-external) and the stability 
(stable-instable) factors have been used by Weiner (e.g., Weiner, 1974; 
Weiner & Peter, 1973) to characterize the achievement attributions of 
high and low achievement motivated persons. High achievement motivation 
has been associated with the use of internal and stable attributions 
(e.g., ability) for success, and unstable attributions for failure (e.g., 
lack of effort). Low achievement motivation has been related to the 
use of external and unstable attributions for success (e.g., luck) and 
internal attributions (e.g., lack of ability) for failure. These at-
tributional biases in high and low achievement motivated subjects seem 
to parallel the observed sex differences in attributions. Thus, women 
appear to be low in achievement motivation (e.g., success attributed to 
luck; failure attributed to lack of ability), whereas men make attribu­
tions more like highly achievement motivated persons (e.g., success at­
tributed to ability; failure attributed to luck, or lack of effort). 
As is the case with most other research concerning performance attribu­
tions, the attributional patterns of high and low achievement motivated 
persons have not been investigated with respect to self-selected success 
or failure experiences. 
A further consideration is that achievement motivation appears to be 
multidimensional (Spence & Helmreich, 1978; Veroff, 1969, 1977). Helm-
reich and Spence (1978) developed the Work and Family Orientation 
Questionnaire (WOFO) to measure differing orientations in achievement 
motivation. Their measure assesses four orientations to achievement: 
competitiveness; an emphasis on the mastery of problems and tasks, a 
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focus on the efficacy of hard work; and concern with the interpersonal 
consequences of achievement. It was hoped that subjects' scores on these 
scales would be related to attributions for performance in a way that 
would indicate characteristic patterns of achievement motivation — 
attributions relationships. For example, based on Veroff et al.'s 
(1971) and Olds and Shaver's (1980) findings, a competitive orientation 
may be associated with the perception that effort was relatively unim­
portant, whereas an orientation to work should indicate attributions to 
effort. These hypotheses must be treated as speculation, for there has 
been no experimental work relating attributions to the four types of 
achievement motivation measured by the WOFO. 
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METHOD 
Overview of Design and Independent Variables 
Female and male undergraduate students wrote essays and made at­
tributions concerning important success and failure experiences in their 
lives. They also filled out two personality scales: the Personal At­
tributes Questionnaire (PAQ; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974) and the 
Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire (WOFO; Helmreich & Spence, 
1978). 
The primary independent variable of this research was sex of sub­
ject. A second independent variable used in data analysis was the psycho­
logical masculinity-femininity category for each subject. Subjects were 
categorized as masculine, feminine, androgynous, or undifferentiated based 
on a procedure Identical to the one recommended by Spence and Helmreich 
(1978). The distributions of masculinity and femininity scale scores of 
the PAQ for female and male subjects were examined, and approximinate 
median splits were made (see Table 1). 
An order of presentation variable was included in appropriate 
analyses as a control. This variable was formed by simply considering 
whether subjects had indicated success or failure experiences first. 
Subjects' WOFO scores were used in correlational analyses to examine 
relationships among subjects' achievement essays, attributions, and 
PAQ scores. 
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Table 1. Masculinity-•femininity categories 
Numbers of subjects 
Category Cutoff scores Females Males 
Masculine M >22 7 22 
F <22 
Feminine M < 21 20 15 
F > 23 
Androgynous M >22 19 11 
F >23 
Undifferentiated M < 21 11 18 
F <22 
Note; "M" and "F" refer to scores on the masculinity and 
femininity scales of the Personal Attributes Questionnaire, respectively. 
Data Collection 
Pilot data 
Twenty-two female and 22 male undergraduate students responded to 
open-ended questions concerning recent successes and failures, and 
filled out attribution and personality measures. These subjects' 
responses were not analyzed, but were used to insure that the achieve­
ment questions would elicit detailed responses, and to provide achieve­
ment essay protocols to be used in training the essay content raters. 
Subjects 
A total of 142 undergraduate students received extra credit in 
psychology courses for their participation. The responses from ten 
subjects (6 females and 4 males) were dropped from analysis due to , " ' 
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missing data (e.g., failure to complete the attribution measures, failure 
to complete the personality measures). Data from seven subjects who 
were obviously foreign (2 females and 5 males) were dropped, since 
there may be important cultural differences in perceptions of achieve­
ment (cf. Spence & Helmreich, 1978). Finally, one subject failed to 
Indicate his or her sex, and was dropped from the analysis. The achieve­
ment essays, attributions, demographic information, and personality 
scale responses of 57 female and 66 male subjects were used in subsequent 
analyses. \ 
Subjects' materials 
Subjects received a six-page Essay Booklet and an eight-page At­
titudes Booklet. Each booklet contained a cover page, which provided 
instructions and information concerning informed consent. 
The second and third pages of the Essay Booklet provided subjects 
with the essay response forms. Written instructions informed subjects 
that the researchers were Interested in achievement behavior and re­
quested that they reflect on past experiences and determine one instance 
in which they had successfully accomplished an important goal, or an 
instance in which they had fallen far short of accomplishing an im­
portant goal. Subjects were instructed to answer a series of questions 
in an open-ended fashion. For success essays, subjects were asked: 
"What did you accomplish?"; "Why did you want to succeed at that 
activity?"; "How did you know that you had succeeded?"; and "What was 
it about this experience that made you feel successful?". Failure 
essays were elicited using the following questions: "What did you set 
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out to accomplish?"; "Why did you want to succeed at that activity?"; 
"How did you know that you had not accomplished your goal?"; and "What 
was It about this experience that made you feel that you had fallen far 
short of reaching your goal?". 
The fourth and fifth pages of the "Essay Booklet" contained the 
attribution measures. On the first page of attribution measures, sub­
jects were asked to refer to the first essay they had written, and 
indicate the extent to which the activity they had described would be 
hard for most people to accomplish, and the extent to which their 
ability, luck, the difficulty of what they had attempted, and their 
effort had affected their performance. Each of these items was pre­
sented in an anchored 15-point Likert style format. Subjects were also 
asked to indicate any other factors which contributed to their performance 
in an open-ended question. The second page of attribution measures 
(page five of the Essay Booklet) contained instructions which referred 
subjects to the second essay they had written, and then to respond to 
items identical to those on the first page of attribution measures. 
The last page of the Essay Booklet contained items which requested sub­
jects to identify their sex, age, major in school, and cumulative grade 
point average. 
The eight-page Attitudes Booklet contained the 24-ltem Personal 
Attributes Questionnaire (FAQ; Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1974) and 
the 23-item Work and Family Orientation Questionnaire (WOFO; Helmreich 
& Spence, 1978). 
The PAQ is divided into three scales of eight bipolar items each. 
The masculinity scale contains items that reflect traits socially 
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desirable in both females and males, but which are considered to be 
more characteristic of males than of females (e.g., "very passive... 
very active"). The femininity scale consists of socially desirable 
traits that are more characteristic of females than they are of males, 
such as "very rough...very gentle." The masculinity-femininity scale 
Includes items like "never cries...cries very easily" which have poles 
that are socially desirable for one sex, but not the other. Subjects 
responded to these measures on five-point scales that reflect the extent 
to which subjects perceived the items to describe themselves. The 
scales are scored so that larger scores on the masculinity scale indi­
cate masculinity, femininity on the femininity scale, and masculinity 
on the masculinity-femininity scale. The PAQ used in this research 
is a short (24-item) version of the original 55-item scale. Spence 
and Helmreich (1978) reported that the correlations between scores on 
the short and long forms of the PAQ ranged from 0.91 (masculinity-
femininity scale) to 0.93 (masculinity and femininity scales). 
Cronbach alpha values for the masculinity, femininity, and masculinity-
femininity scales of the short form were found to be 0.85, 0.82, and 
0.78, respectively (Spence & Helmreich, 1978). 
The WOFO consists of four scales, each scored on a five-point 
agree-disagree format. The five-item competitiveness scale is made 
up of items such as "It annoys me when other people perform better 
than I do." A work orientation scale includes five items like "I find 
satisfaction in working as well as I can," while the mastery scale 
consists of seven items (e.g., "Once I undertake a task, I persist"). 
The personal unconcern scale is made up of four items such as "I worry 
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because my success may cause others to dislike me." Responses to the 
WOFO are tabulated so that high scores indicate competitiveness, an 
emphasis on the efficacy of work, a high desire for mastery, and 
little concern for the interpersonal consequences of achievement. Helm-
reich and Spence (1978) reported coefficient alpha values for each of 
the four scales, for males and females separately. These values 
ranged from 0.50 (females and males — personal unconcern) to 0.76 (males — 
competitiveness). 
Copies of all materials presented to subjects are contained in 
Appendix A. 
Procedure 
Subjects were run in mixed-sex groups of five to twenty. When 
all subjects had arrived at the experimental room (3 by 10 meters), 
they were given a brief introduction to the study and were presented 
with the Essay Booklet. When all subjects had completed the Essay 
Booklet, the Attitudes Booklet was distributed. When all subjects had 
completed the Attitudes Booklet, they were provided with a brief ex­
planation of the purpose of the experiment and dismissed. 
The order of presentation of materials was counterbalanced using 
four orders of presentation. Each subject responded to the material 
in the Essay Booklet and the Attitudes Booklet in one of the orders 
presented in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Counterbalancing of order of presentation 
Number of subjects 
Order of presentation Females Males 
Success first, failure second; 
WOFO, PAQ 12 16 
Success first, failure second; 
PAQ, WOFO 16 16 
Failure first, success second; 
WOFO, PAQ 13 18 
Failure first, success second; 
PAQ, WOFO 16 16 
Achievement Essay Content Analyses 
Achievement essay content raters 
Two female and two male raters examined subjects' achievement es­
says. Three of the raters (both females and one of the males) were 
upper level undergraduate psychology majors. Due to difficulty in re­
cruiting qualified male raters, the author served as the second male 
rater. , 
Materials 
Prior to being content analyzed, each achievement essay was in­
spected by the author, and edited to remove references to the sex of 
the writer. For example, phrases such as "My failure has been not being 
in a sorority," were changed to delete the reference to the writer's 
sex: "tfy failure has been in not being in a Greek House." Two essays 
were deleted during this process (1 female success; 1 male failure), 
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because they could not be edited without destroying the content of the 
essay. The edited achievement essays, the questions used to elicit the 
essays, and a three-digit subject number were typed onto 102 x 152 mm 
cards. 
The content of each subjects' achievement essays (as they ap­
peared on the cards) was analyzed on the basis of ten achievement focus 
scales. These scales were presented in a 15-point format (anchored 
by "very low" at scale point 1, and "very high" at scale point 15), 
and were intended to measure the extent to which each essay contained 
evidence of an agentic focus, communal focus, task focus, social focus, 
impact focus, inner-direction, other-direction, a masculine orientation, 
and a feminine orientation. The achievement focus scales, and spaces 
to provide a count of the number of words written and the activity 
described in each essay were presented on a single sheet of paper. The 
order of achievement focus scales was randomized and four such random 
orders were used by the raters. Appendix B contains copies of these 
materials. 
Training of raters 
A Definition Booklet was prepared for use in training the raters. 
This booklet is reproduced in Appendix B, and consisted of seven pages of 
material which described and provided examples of the ten achievement focus 
dimensions. The descriptions of the achievement focus dimensions were pre­
pared to provide a condensed version of the theories of Bakan (1966; agency 
vs. communion duality), Kipnis (1974; inner- and other-directed achieve­
ment), Stein and Bailey (1973; task vs. social domains), Veroff (1977; 
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Impact vs. process orientations), and stereotypic masculinity and 
femininity. Each of the ten dimensions was presented separately, 
and neither the author(s) of the theories nor the expectation of sex 
differences on the dimensions were mentioned. 
The four raters met for two training sessions one week apart. 
The raters were given the Definition Booklet one week before the first 
training session. 
The first training session lasted one and one-half hours and was 
focused on the raters' conceptualization and understanding of the achieve­
ment focus dimensions. These dimensions were discussed, clarification 
was provided by the author, and no mention of sex differences on the 
dimensions was made. Following the discussion of the achievement focus 
dimensions, the raters examined a small number of the achievement es­
says collected as pilot data. These essays were rated using the 
achievement focus scales, and discrepancies in the ratings were dis­
cussed and resolved. Each rater was then given ten essays randomly 
selected from the pilot data, and was instructed to rate them during 
the week between the first and second training sessions. 
The second training session lasted approximately three hours 
and was focused on achieving consistency and reliability in rating. 
The ten practice essay ratings were compared, and discrepancies were 
discussed. The raters then began rating pilot data essays, and dis­
cussing their ratings on each scale in turn. This procedure was 
continued until interrater agreement was within five scale points on 
each scale for five successive essays. 
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Rating procedure 
Following the second training session, each rater was provided 
with essay content rating scales, and a set of essays to rate. The 
edited achievement essays (56 female-success, 57 female-failure; 66 
male-success, 65 male-failure) were split into four groups, with sex 
of writer and success or failure essays counterbalanced across the 
groups. Each rater examined the essays in one group, then exchanged 
groups with their paired rater. Each rater pair consisted of one male 
and one female rater. Thus, each edited achievement essay was content 
analyzed by both a male and a female rater. 
The achievement essay content analysis was performed during the 
raters' spare time, over a period of three weeks. 
Dependent Variables 
Achievement essay contents 
The major dependent variable of this research was the content 
analysis of subjects' achievement essays. Each essay received two 
scores on each of the ten achievement focus scales. The distribution 
of these scores were examined, and it was determined that the normality 
of the distributions of agentlc focus, task focus, impact focus, and 
masculine orientation scores generated by raters A and B were enhanced 
by a logarithmic transformation. The distributions of the com­
munal focus, and other-directed scores for the essays rated by raters 
C and D were subjected to Ipgarlthmic transformations for the same 
reason. When transformations were performed, the natural log of each 
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score was obtained and used as the data base. 
After the distributions of achievement focus scores had been 
examined, the scores for each essay, on each scale were standardized 
for each rater separately. For example, the mean agentlc focus score 
for rater A was subtracted from each agentlc focus score provided by 
rater A, and then divided by the standard deviation of agentlc focus 
scores from rater A. A final score for each essay, on each of the ten 
achievement focus scales, was derived by averaging the standardized 
ratings from the two raters who had examined that essay. This procedure 
was used to provide the achievement focus scores of each essay with en­
hanced stability, and to insure that a common metric was used for each 
essay. 
Attributions 
Analyses of subjects' attributions for successful or failure per­
formances were carried out on the attribution scale scores for each 
subject. Thus, each subjects' estimation of the extent to which the 
task they had attempted would be hard for most people, and the extent 
to which they attributed their performance to ability, luck, task 
difficulty, or effort was determined for both success and failure ex­
periences. 
Following the attributional measure for success and failure ex­
periences, subjects were requested to respond to an open-ended question 
regarding any other variables which affected their performance. This 
questioning yielded responses associated with 33 female success, 34 
female failure, 43 male success, and 39 male failure experiences. These 
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responses were coded (by the author) into one of the following eight 
categories: internal-variable causes (usually descriptions of motiva­
tional level); internal-stable causes (e.g., physical deformity); 
variable effects of other people, such as the urgings of a mother; 
stable (long-term) effects of other people; variable environmental 
effects (such as the weather); stable environmental effects (such as 
one's living conditions); a restatement of the luck, ability, task 
difficulty, or effort items; and an uncodeable category. These cate­
gories were derived from recent attribution research (Falbo & Beck, 
1979; Weiner, 1979) for exploratory purposes only. 
Essay characteristics 
The number of words in each achievement essay was counted by the 
raters. These word counts were then adjusted to return the word count 
to its pre-editing value. Thus, the number of words each subject 
originally used to describe their success and failure experiences 
was obtained, and used in exploratory analysis (see Appendix C). 
The type of activity that was described in each essay was also 
determined by each rater. The described activity was coded into one of 
the following nine categories: scholastic activities; athletic endeavors; 
employment experiences; personal relationships; group membership con­
cerns; contests and competitions; personal growth; and an uncodeable 
category. The few discrepancies that existed in the above categoriza­
tions were identified and resolved by the author. 
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RESULTS 
Achievement Essay Content 
The contents of subjects' achievement essays, indicated by scores on 
each of ten achievement focus scales, were examined to determine which, 
if any, of the achievement focus dimensions accurately described the 
presumed sex and psychological sex differences in achievement orienta­
tion. 
Interrater reliability 
The extent to which each pair of raters agreed in their assessment 
of each essay's content was determined by computing Pearson correlation 
coefficients between the ratings on each of the ten achievement focus 
scales for each pair of raters. Inspection of these data suggested that 
some essays were too ambiguous to code accurately. In order to reduce 
error in subsequent analyses, these essays had to be deleted. Essays 
that were deleted were identified by the following characteristics: 
(1) achievement focus scale scores from the two raters reflected little 
agreement about the content of the essay (i.e., a difference of at 
least eight scale points on four or more achievement focus scales) and 
(2) inspection of the essay (by the author) revealed that the subject 
had provided conflicting or confusing information regarding his or her 
success or failure experience. For example, a female whose accomplishment 
was attaining a "decent" grade point at ISU wanted the goal in order 
to "... prove to myself, my family and my friends that I would be able 
to deal with college life..." and knew she had succeeded because "... 
the grade point showed it, too, my study habits began to improve...." 
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However, she felt successful because she had "... made it with a decent 
grade point." These statements confound inner direction, other direction, 
impact, and process emphases in a manner which does not permit an ac­
curate apprisal of the strength with which the subject relied on any 
given definition of success. Twenty-three essays met the first condi­
tion; however, only 19 essays (8% of the total sample of essays) met 
both conditions, and were deleted. 
Pearson correlation coefficients were then computed for the re­
duced sample of achievement focus scale scores, and estimates of the 
pooled reliability of raters were calculated using a procedure out­
lined by Strahan (1980). Table 3 contains these pooled interrater re­
liability estimates for each of the ten achievement focus scales. 
Inspection of Table 3 indicates that the reliability with t^ich the 
social and communal foci were assessed is within an acceptable range. 
Interrater reliabilities on the other scales were not as high, yet were 
deemed acceptable for the current application, since all reliability 
estimates yielded highly significant (g < 0.0005) reliability coeffi­
cients, and all subsequent analyses were performed using the averages 
of the standardized achievement focus scale scores. 
Effects of sex and masculinity- femininity on achievement focus scores 
A series of 2 (subject sex) x 2 (order of success and failure pre­
sentation) X 4 (masculine, feminine, androgynous, undifferentiated FAQ 
categories) x 2 (success or failure essays) unweighted means analyses of 
variance with repeated measures on the last factor were performed on 
subjects' achievement focus scale scores. Due to the type of analysis 
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Table 3. Interrater reliability estimates for achievement focus scales 
Achievement focus scale Pooled reliability estimate^ 
Agentic focus 
Communal focus 
Task focus 
Social focus 
Impact focus 
Process focus 
Other-directed 
Inner-directed 
Stereotypic masculinity 
Stereotypic femininity 
^These estimates were calculated using a procedure outlined by 
Strahan (1980). 
T^he achievement focus scale scores for these scales were nor­
malized using natural log transformations for scores from raters A 
and B. 
"^The achievement focus scale scores for these scales were nor­
malized using natural log transformations for scores from raters C 
and b. 
used^, only those subjects with complete data (e.g., both their success and 
failure essays had been retained) could be used. The analyses described 
above were performed on the complete data from 45 female subjects and 53 
male subjects. The second factor in these analyses (order of presentation) 
was included only as a statistical control variable. There were no signif-
1 
Subprogram BALANOVA from the SOUPAC (Computing Services Office, 
University of Illinois, 1973) package was used for these analyses. 
0.52^  
0.78^  
0.50^ 
0.85 
0.59^ 
0.64 
0.66 
0.57^ 
0.61^ 
0.53 
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leant effects for this variable In subjects' agentlc, communal, task, so­
cial, process, masculine stereotyped, or feminine stereotyped achievement 
focus scores. Order of presentation yielded Interactions (but no main ef­
fects) for subjects' Impact, other directed, and Inner directed achieve­
ment focus scores. These Interactions did not seriously qualify the ef­
fects of the other variables, so only those results Involving sex, PAQ 
category, and success vs. failure essays will be reported here. A full 
report of the effects of order of presentation can be found In Appendix D. 
Table 4 contains summary Information regarding the analyses of vari­
ance performed on subjects' agentlc, communal, task, social. Impact, proc­
ess, other-directed. Inner-directed, stereotypic masculine, and stereotypic 
feminine achievement focus scale scores. As Indicated In Table 4, sub­
jects' agentlc focus scores yielded a trend for a main effect for success 
vs. failure experiences, F(l, 82) = 2.85, £ <0.10. Essays written about 
success tended to be more agentlc In focus (M = 0.147) than were those 
written about failure experiences (M= - 0.109). A marginal main effect 
for success vs. failure on subjects' communal focus scores, F(l, 82) => 
3.56, 2 <0.07 was qualified by a nonsignificant interaction of PAQ cate­
gory and success or failure experiences, F(3, 82) = 2.20, £ <0.10. Suc­
cess essays tended to be more communal focused (M = 0.901) than did failure 
essays (M = 0.406); however, this effect was primarily due to the success 
essays of feminine and androgynous subjects (M = 1.591 and 1.999, 
respectively). Table 5 contains the means for the Interaction of PAQ 
category and success vs. failure essay and the results of Duncan's tests 
(using Kramer's correction for unequal cell sizes) of those means. 
Subjects' task and social focus scores were not affected by the 
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Table 4. Summary of analyses of variance on achievement focus scores 
Dependent variable and source F (df) Significance level 
Agentlc focus 
Sex (A) 1.36 (1, 82) ns 
PAQ category (B) 0.77 (3, 82) ns 
Success or failure (C) 2.85 (1, 82) 0,10 
A X B 0.42 (3, 82) ns 
Ax C 0.01 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 1.45 (3, 82) ns 
A x B X C 0.16 (3, 82) ns 
Communal focus 
A 0.01 (1, 82) ns 
B 0.37 (3, 82) ns 
C 3.56 (1, 82) 0.07 
A X B 0.96 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 0.14 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 2.20 (3, 82) 0.10 
A X B X C 0.22 (3, 82) ns 
Task focus 
A 
B 
C 
A X B 
A X C 
B X C 
A X B X C 
Social focus 
A 0.43 (1, 82) ns 
B 0.09 (3, 82) ns 
C 2.05 (1, 82) ns 
A X B 0.26 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 0.07 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 1.27 (3, 82) ns 
A X B X C 0.24 (3, 82) ns 
0.02 (1, 82) ns 
0.31 (3, 82) ns 
1.29 (1, 82) ns 
0.54 (3, 82) ns 
0.87 (1, 82) ns 
1.68 (3, 82) ns 
0.26 (3, 82) ns 
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Table 4. Continued 
Dependent variable and source F (d£) Significance level 
Impact focus 
A 8.49 (1, 82) 0.005 
B 3.31 (3, 82) 0.03 
C 1.56 (1. 82) ns 
A X B 0.12 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 1.05 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 3.75 (3, 82) 0.02 
A X B X C 0.28 (3, 82) ns 
Process focus 
A 1.48 (1, 82) ns 
B 0.37 (3, 82) ns 
C 0.23 (1, 82) ns 
A X B 0.59 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 0.02 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 0.89 (3, 82) ns 
A X B X C 0.27 (3, 82) ns 
Other-directed 
A 2.26 (1. 82) ns 
B 1.17 (3, 82) ns 
C 3.80 (1, 82) 0.06 
A X B 0.68 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 1.75 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 0.36 (3, 82) ns 
A X B X C 0.08 (3, 82) ns 
ner-dlrected 
A 6.36 (1, 82) 0.02 
B 1.15 (3, 82) ns 
C 0.00 (1, 82) ns 
A X B 0.17 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 0.63 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 0.48 (3, 82) ns 
A X B X C 0.29 (3, 82) ns 
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Table 4. Continued 
Dependent variable and source F (df) Significance level 
Masculine 
A 5.49 (1, 82) 0.03 
B 0.19 (3, 82) ns 
c 3.08 (1, 82) 0.09 
A X B 0.19 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 1.28 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 1.50 (3, 82) ns 
A X B X C 0.95 (3, 82) ns 
Feminine 
A 6.14 (1, 82) 0.02 
B 0.38 (3, 82) ns 
C 1.99 (1, 82) ns 
A X B 0.33 (3, 82) ns 
A X C 1.47 (1, 82) ns 
B X C 1.40 (3, 82) ns 
A X B X C 0.70 (3, 82) ns 
Note: This summary Is based on 2 (subject sex) x 2 (order of suc­
cess or failure presentation) x 4 (masculine, feminine, androgynous, 
undifferentiated PAQ categories) x 2 (success or failure experiences) 
ANOVÀS with repeated measures on the last factor. All effects Involving 
order of presentation have been deleted, but can be found in Appendix D. 
independent variables. The analysis of Impact focus scores revealed 
main effects for subject sex, F(l, 82) = 8.48, £ < 0.005, PAQ category, 
F(3, 82) = 3.31, £ <0.03, and an interaction of PAQ category and suc­
cess vs. failure essays, F(l, 82) = 3.75, £ <0.02. Males' essays 
Indicated greater Impact focus (M = 0.215) than did females' (M = 
- 0.188). Duncan's tests (using Kramer's correction) showed that the 
achievement essays of androgynous subjects were more impact focused 
(M = 0.309) than were those of undifferentiated subjects (M = - 0.302), 
£ <0.05, while the essays of masculine and feminine subjects did not dif­
fer from either of the other groups, or each other, (M = 0.056 and 
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Table 5. Interaction of PAQ categories and success or failure ex­
periences on communal focus scores 
PAQ category Success Failure 
Masculine 0.203 a 0.466 ac 
Feminine 1.591 b 0.092 a 
Androgynous 1.199 be 0.511 ac 
Undifferentiated 0.612 ac 0.556 ac 
Note: Means not sharing common subscripts differ, p < 0.05 as 
indicated by Duncan's tests (using Kramer's correction). 
- 0.010, respectively. Results of Duncan's tests (with Kramer's cor­
rection applied) on the means involved in the interaction of FAQ cate­
gory and success or failure essays are reported in Table 6. These post 
hoc analyses show that the failure essays of undifferentiated subjects 
were less impact focused than any of the other groups'. The independent 
variables of this study did not affect subjects' process focus scores. 
Subjects' other-directed scores yielded a main effect for success 
vs. failure essays, F(l, 82) = 3,80, £ <0.06. Success essays tended to 
be more other-directed (M = 0.099) than failure essays (M = - 0.181). 
A main effect for sex of subject on inner-directed focus scores, 
F(l, 82) = 6.36, 2 < 0.02, indicated that essays written by females were 
more inner-directed than those written by males (M = 0.227 and - 0.156 
for females and males, respectively). 
Analyses of the stereotypic masculinity and femininity scores for 
subjects' achievement essays revealed main effects for sex of subject 
in both analyses, F(l, 82) = 5.49 and 6.14, £ <0.03 and 0.02, 
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Table 6. Interaction of PAQ categories and success or failure ex­
periences on impact focus scores 
PAQ category Success Failure 
Masculine 0.071 b 0.184 b 
Feminine - 0.042 b 0.021 b 
Androgynous 0.363 b 0.256 b 
Undi f ferentlated 0.101 b - 0.705 a 
Note: Means not sharing a common subscript differ, p <0.05, ac­
cording to Duncan's tests (using Kramer's correction). 
respectively. The achievements of females were more feminine and less 
masculine (M = 0.173 and - 0.182, respectively) than were those of males 
(M = - 0.164 and 0.161, respectively). In addition, masculine scores 
tended to be higher for success essays (M = 0.107) than for failure es­
says (M = - 0.129), F(l, 82) = 3.08, £ <0.09. 
Summary of gender effects on achievement focus scores The major 
goal of the preceding analyses was to determine those achievement focus 
scales that revealed sex differences in achievement essay content. 
Females' essays were found to be more inner-directed and feminine, and 
less impact focused and masculine focused than males' essays. In ad­
dition, the essays of androgynous subjects were impact focused, and 
their successes were communal focused. Feminine subjects' essays were 
communal focused, and the essays of undifferentiated subjects were 
especially low in impact focus. 
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Relationships among Achievement Focus Scores, 
Personality Variables, and Attributions 
The major focus of the following analyses was to determine the extent 
to which particular achievement focus dimensions were Interrelated. Of 
secondary Interest was whether achievement focus dimensions were related to 
the subscales of the FAQ and WOFO, and attributions for performance. 
Factor analyses 
The relationships among agentic, communal, task, social, Impact, 
process, inner-directed, other-directed, masculine, and feminine achieve­
ment focus scores, personality variables (the masculinity, femininity, 
and masculinity-femininity scales of the PÂQ; the competitiveness, work 
orientation, mastery, and personal unconcern scales of the WOFO), 
attributions for performance (perception that the task would be diffi­
cult for most people, and attributions to ability, luck, effort, and task 
difficulty), and sex of subject were investigated in two factor analyses: 
one using achievement focus scores and attributions from success ex­
periences only, the other using achievement focus scores and attributions 
from failure experiences only. In both analyses, a principal components 
solution with iteration of the communality estimates was used for the data 
reduction step. The factors derived in this step were clarified using the 
Fromax (oblique) method of rotation. Although oblique rotation of factors 
is less common than orthogonal rotation, its use reflects a more accurate 
view of psychological data, that is, that factors are typically intercor-
related (cf. Cattell, 1957; Nunnally, 1972; Rummel, 1970). 
The factor analysis using success essays utilized the complete data 
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From 107 subjects. A preliminary factor analysis was examined. Based 
on a "scree test" (cf. Rummel, 1970) and the meaningfulness of the 
factors extracted, it was determined that five factors were sufficient 
for an interpretable summary of the interrelationships among achievement 
focus scores, personality variables, and attributions. Table 7 con­
tains summary information for the factor analysis in which five factors 
were rotated. 
The first factor was substantially defined by task and social 
foci, with agentic and communal foci also highly loaded. Factor I 
appears to be a task-mastery vs. social-affiliative domain factor. Fac­
tor II was primarily defined by inner- vs. other-directed foci, with impact 
focus highly loaded. Although ascriptions to luck loaded highly on this 
factor, that variable also loaded substantially on factor IV, and thus 
was not included in factor II. Factor II appears to reflect an intrinsic 
vs. extrinsic focus in achievement dimension. Variables which loaded 
highly and uniquely on factor III included the masculinity scale of the 
PAQ, the mastery orientation and competitiveness scales of the WOFO, 
and perceptions of task difficulty. This factor appears to be a mascu­
line personality factor. The fourth factor included sex of subject and 
the femininity scale of the PAW, and wasttermined a female/feminine factor. 
The last factor was formed by the masculine or feminine focus achieve­
ment essays, and appears to be a sex-role stereotyped achievement factor. 
Since the factors were subjected to oblique rotation, it is meaning­
ful to examine the Interfactor correlations. Table 8 contains these 
correlation coefficients. Low scores on the soclal-afflllatlve focus 
in achievement were related to a relatively masculine personality 
Table 7. Summary of factor analysis using success experiences 
Factor pattern loadings 
Variables Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV Factor V 
Subject sex 0.09 - 0.14 - 0.09 0.51 - 0.06 
Agentic focus - 0.42 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.27 
Communal focus 0.56 0.02 - 0.09 0.21 0.07 
Task focus - 0.77 0.09 - 0.11 0.08 0.08 
Social focus 0.93 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.03 
Impact focus - 0.19 0.43 0.04 0.09 0.19 
Process focus - 0.14 - 0.24 0.19 - 0.06 - 0.06 
Other-directed 0.04 0.77 0.06 - 0.02 - 0.12 
Inner-directed 0.07 - 0.81 - 0.10 - 0.02 0.16 
Masculine focus 0.02 - 0.02 0.02 - 0.11 0.88 
Feminine focus 0.07 0.06 - 0.03 0.06 - 0.92 
Difficult task? - 0.03 0.01 0.36 0.00 0.21 
Ability attribution - 0.02 - 0.15 0.19 0.19 0.36 
Luck attribution - 0.03 - 0.33 0.08 0.26 0.02 
Task difficulty attribution 0.13 0.29 - 0.17 0.05 0.24 
Effort attribution - 0.29 - 0.16 - 0.12 0.19 0.05 
Masculinity 0.03 0.13 0.87 0.11 0.17 
Femininity - 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.75 0.00 
Masculinity-f emininity 0.08 - 0.06 0.48 - 0.36 0.05 
Mastery orientation 0.15 0.03 0.59 - 0.03 0.02 
Work orientation - 0.03 - 0.20 0.41 0.32 - 0.22 
Conq>etitiveness - 0.19 - 0.03 0.33 - 0.18 - 0.11 
Personal unconcern - 0.03 - 0.00 0.13 0.09 - 0.03 
Eigenvalues 3.62 1.99 1.70 1.38 0.91 
Proportion of variance 0.38 0.21 0.18 0.14 0.09 
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Table 8. Interfactor correlations for success experience factor 
analysis 
Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV Factor V 
Factor I -
Factor II 0.05 — 
Factor III - 0.23 - 0.02 — 
Factor IV - 0.01 - 0.04 - 0.04 — 
Factor V - 0.43 0.20 0.11 - 0.17 
(r = - 0.23) and a masculine focus In achievement (r = - 0.43). Stereo­
typic masculinity In achievement was also related to an extrlnlslc focus 
(r = 0.20) In achievement. 
The factor analysis using failure essays used data from 113 subjects, 
and yielded a factor structure similar to that obtained using success essay 
scores. However, a "scree test" (cf. Rummel, 1970) and an examination of 
the meaningfulness of the factors extracted In preliminary factor analyses 
revealed that six factors were required for a meaningful Interpretation of 
the Interrelationships among achievement focus scores for failure essays, 
personality variables, and attributions. Table 9 portrays a summary of 
the factor analysis in which six factors were rotated. 
Factor I was comprised of task, agentlc, social, and communal 
foci in achievement, and as with the success factor I, was considered 
to be a task-mastery vs. social-affillative domain factor. The second 
factor derived from the failure data reflected an inner-directed and 
process vs. other-directed focus in achievement. This factor was con­
sidered to be an intrinsic vs. extrinsic achievement focus factor and 
Table 9. Summary of factor analysis using failure experiences 
Factor pattern loadings 
Variables Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV Factor V Factor \ 
Subject sex 0.14 - 0.10 0.09 0.31 0.11 0.33 
Agentic focus 0.63 0.16 0.01 - 0.06 0.15 - 0.02 
Communal focus - 0.60 0.16 - 0.10 - 0.12 0.03 - 0.04 
Task focus 0.73 0.02 0.08 - 0.11 - 0.09 - 0.12 
Social focus - 0.78 0.16 - 0.02 - 0.15 - 0.01 - 0.00 
Impact focus 0.35 0.29 - 0.18 - 0.03 - 0.19 - 0.22 
Process focus 0.11 - 0.34 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.14 
Other-directed 0.04 0.85 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.13 
Inner-directed 0.03 - 0.91 - 0.01 - 0.04 0.11 - 0.02 
Masculine focus 0.13 - 0.01 0.02 - 0.03 0.06 - 0.85 
Feminine focus - 0.06 0.05 0.04 - 0.01 - 0.07 0.90 
Difficult task? 0.07 - 0.03 - 0.05 - 0.09 0.38 - 0.20 
Ability attribution - 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.73 - 0.09 
Luck attribution 0.02 - 0.21 - 0.27 0.15 - 0.07 - 0.02 
Task difficulty attribution 0.10 - 0.03 - 0.03 - 0.12 - 0.42 0.08 
Effort attribution 0.07 - 0.11 - 0.04 0.04 0.40 0.12 
Masculinity - 0.03 0.04 - 0.83 - 0.12 0.08 0.03 
Femininity 0.19 0.05 - 0.25 0.52 0.05 0.16 
Masculinity-femininity 0.07 - 0.08 - 0.31 - 0.83 0.06 0.14 
Mastery orientation 0.05 - 0.06 - 0.59 - 0.13 - 0.06 0.06 
Work orientation - 0.05 0.00 - 0.61 0.52 0.00 - 0.04 
Competitiveness - 0.19 - 0.03 - 0.46 0.09 0.01 - 0.17 
Personal unconcern - 0.06 0.04 - 0.02 0.14 0.07 0.04 
Eigenvalues 3.48 2.14 1.79 1.47 1.12 0.79 
Proportion of variance 0.32 0.19 0.17 0.14 0.10 0.07 
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corresponds to success factor II. The third factor yielded by the 
failure data was defined by high scores on the masculinity scale of the 
FAQ, and the mastery and competitiveness scales of the WOFO. Factor 
III was, therefore, termed a masculine personality factor. Failure 
factor IV, like success factor IV was considered to reflect a feminine 
personality factor; however, the failure factor was defined with dif­
ferent variables. The failure data feminine personality factor reflected 
high femininity and low masculinity-femininity PAQ scale scores. The 
fifth factor to be derived was a failure attributions factor, as It was 
comprised of subjects' perceptions that the task they had attempted would 
be difficult for most people, and their ascriptions to ability, task 
difficulty, and effort in their performances. Factor VI was made up of 
the stereotypic masculine and feminine foci in achievement, so was 
termed a sex-role stereotyped achievement factor. 
Unlike the success factor analysis results, the factor analysis 
using data associated with subjects' reports of failure experiences 
did not yield factor loadings for sex of subject that were high on any 
one factor. In the failure analysis, sex of subject loaded substantially 
on two factors: factor IV, the femininity factor, and factor VI, the 
sex-role stereotyped achievement factor. 
Perusal of the Interfactor correlations for failure factors (Table 
10) shows that only factors I and VI are substantially related (r = 
- 0.47). Emphasis on the soclal-affiliative domain was related to 
stereotypic femininity in achievement. 
Since factor analyses provide information regarding broad patterns 
of intercorrelations in data, and some readers may be Interested in the 
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Table 10. Interfactor correlations for failure experience factor 
analysis 
Factor I Factor II Factor III Factor IV Factor V Factor VI 
Factor I 
Factor II - 0.01 — 
Factor III - 0.09 - 0.17 — 
Factor IV - 0.12 - 0.01 0.14 — 
Factor V 0.11 0.08 - 0.03 0.08 — 
Factor VI - 0.47 - 0.09 0.06 0.19 - 0.15 
specific correlations among particular variables, the Intercorrelations 
of the variables used in the preceding factor analyses can be found in 
a number of tables in Appendix E. 
Since the major goal of this research was to identify those dimen­
sions of achievement orientation (or focus) that accurately described 
or predicted differences in females' and males' achievements, the task-
mastery vs. social-affillative, and intrinsic vs. extrinsic foci in 
achievement factors were subjected to further analysis. Approximate 
factor scores on these factors (cf. Cattell, 1957) were computed for 
each subject, for the success and failure factors separately. Task-
mastery vs. social-afflllative scores for subjects' success experiences 
were formed by adding their task and agentic scores, and subtracting 
social and communal focus scores. The intrinsic vs. extrinsic focus in 
achievement factor scores for success experiences were derived by adding 
subjects' impact and other-directed focus scores, and subtracting their 
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Inner-directed scores from that total. 
These approximate factor scores were then subjected to 2 (sex) x 
2 (order of presentation) x 4 (PAQ categories) analyses of variance, 
using a least squares solution due to an unbalanced design. These 
analyses disclosed no effects for any of the independent variables on 
subjects' task-mastery vs. social-affiliative focus scores. Subjects' 
scores on the intrinsic vs. extrinsic focus dimension revealed main ef­
fects for subject sex, F(l, 91) = 4.11, £ <0.05, and order of presenta­
tion, F(l, 91) = 5.20, 2 <0.03. The success experiences of males 
indicated greater extrinsic focus in achievement (M = 0.391) than did 
those of females (M = - 0.124). In addition, experiences described 
second (M = 0.415) were more extrinsically focused than those described 
first (M = - 0.109). 
Factor scores for subjects' failure experiences were also analyzed 
using 2 (subject sex) x 2 (order of presentation) x 4 (PAQ categories) 
analyses of variance using least squares solutions due to unbalanced 
data. Task-mastery vs. social-affiliative factor scores for failure 
experiences were obtained by subtracting the sum of subjects' social 
and communal focus scores from the sum of their task and agentic focus 
scores. As in the analysis using success experiences, there were no 
effects for sex, order of presentation, PAQ categories, or any of their 
interactions on subjects' task-mastery vs. social-affiliative scores. 
An extrinsic vs. intrinsic focus in achievement factor score for each 
subject was derived by subtracting the sum of subjects' inner-directed 
and process focus scores for failure experiences from their other-
directed scores for failure experiences. The analysis of variance carried 
59 
out on these scores yielded a main effect for subject sex, F(l, 82) = 
4.67, £ < 0.04. The failure experiences of females were more Intrinsi­
cally focused (M = - 0.297) than were males' descriptions of their 
failures (M = 0.409). There were no other significant effects In this 
analysis. 
Analyses of variance were not performed on the other factors de­
rived above, since those analyses would provide no unique Information. 
Appendix C (Subject Characteristics) provides results of analyses of 
variance performed on the personality variables included in the factor 
analyses, and subsequent portions of this chapter contain analyses of 
subjects' attributions. 
Analyses of Attributions 
As an adjunct to the investigation of subjects' achievement orienta­
tions (using their achievement focus scores), the causal attributions 
subjects made for their performances were analyzed. These investiga­
tions were carried out to ascertain the impact of sex, masculinity-
femininity, achievement motivation (as measured by the UOFO), and suc­
cess vs. failure experiences on subjects' attributions. 
Effects of sex and masculinity-femininity on attributions 
Subjects' attributions for success or failure experiences were 
used as dependent variables in a series of 2 (subject sex) x 2 (order 
of presentation) x 4 (masculine, feminine, androgynous, undifferentiated 
FAQ categories) x 2 (attributions for success or failure experiences) 
unweighted means ANOVAs with repeated measures on the last factor. The 
./• ' ' 
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order of presentation factor was used only as a control and was formed by 
considering whether subjects had reported success or failure experiences 
first. This variable yielded interactions (but no main effects) on sub­
jects' ability, luck, and task difficulty attributions. These effects will 
not be presented here, as they add no useful information in this examina­
tion of attributions. A full presentation of the few order effects that 
emerged can be found in Appendix D. The PAQ category variable was formed 
in the same way it was for the analyses of achievement focus scores. Table 
2 contains information regarding the cutoff scores and numbers of subjects 
in each of the four PAQ categories. 
Table 11 includes summary information for the analyses (described 
above) on subjects' perceptions that the task they had attempted would 
be difficult for most people, and the extent to which ability, luck, the 
difficulty of.the task, and their effort affected their successful and 
unsuccessful performances. 
A main effect for PAQ category, F(3, 107) = 2.98, £ < 0.04 was 
revealed by the analysis of subjects' estimations of the extent to which 
most people would find the task they had attempted difficult. Duncan's 
tests showed that masculine subjects felt that it would be more difficult 
for most people to accomplish the task they had attempted (M = 12.30) 
than did feminine subjects (M = 10.50) and androgynous subjects (M = 
11.89). Undifferentiated subjects (M = 10.87) did not differ from 
either of the other groups, all £ < 0.05. 
Analysis of subjects' attributions to ability revealed that all 
subjects felt that ability had more effect on their successes (M = 12.88) 
than on their failures (M = 10.24), F(l, 107) = 29.10, £ < 0.0001. 
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Table 11. Summary of analyses of variance on attributions 
Dependent variable and source F (df) £ 
Difficult activity 
Sex (A) 1.00 (1, 107) ns 
PAQ Masculinity-femininity (B) 2.98 (3, 107) 0.04 
Success or failure attributions (C) 0.99 (1, 107) ns 
A X B 1.36 (3, 107) ns 
A X C 0.05 (1, 107) ns 
C X B 1.14 (3, 107) ns 
A X C X B 0.28 (3, 107) ns 
Ability 
A 1.93 (1, 107) ns 
B 1.41 (3, 107) ns 
C 29.10 (1, 107) 0.0001 
A X B 1.09 (3, 107) ns 
A X C 1.23 (1, 107) ns 
C X B 0.33 (3, 107) ns 
A X C X B 2.11 (3. 107) ns 
Luck 
A 3.83 (1, 107) 0.06 
B 0.74 (3, 107) ns 
C 1.01 (1, 107) ns 
A X B 0.07 (3, 107) ns 
A X C 2.96 (1, 107) ns 
C X B 0.14 (3, 107) ns 
A X B X C 2.12 (3, 107) ns 
Task difficulty 
A 0.16 (1, 107) ns 
B 0.79 (3, 107) ns 
C 0.31 (1, 107) ns 
A X B 0.19 (3, 107) ns 
A X C 1.40 (1, 107) ns 
B X C 3.75 (3, 107) 0.02 
A X B X C 0.19 (3, 107) ns 
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Table 11. Continued 
Dependent variable and source F (df) £ 
Effort 
A 1.01 (1, 107) ns 
B 0.61 (3, 107) ns 
C 8.66 (1, 107) 0.004 
A X B 0.59 (3, 107) ns 
A X C 0.59 (3, 107) ns 
B X C 0.21 (3, 107) ns 
A X B X C 0.06 (3, 107) ns 
Note: This summary Is based on 2 (sex) x 2 (order of presentation) 
X 4 (PAQ masculinity-femininity) x 2 (success or failure attributions) 
factorial ANOVAs with repeated measures on the attributions factor. All 
main effects and interactions involving order of presentation have been 
deleted, but can be found in Appendix D. 
The analysis of the luck item yielded a nonsignificant main effect 
for subject sex, F(l, 107) = 3.83, £ <0.06. Females (M = 11.12) tended 
to attribute their performances to luck less than did males (M = 9.91). 
An interaction of psychological masculinity-femininity and suc­
cess or failure was revealed by the analysis of subjects' attributions 
to task difficulty, F(3, 107) = 3,75, £ <0.02. Table 12 contains the 
means and results of Duncan's tests for this interaction. Masculine 
subjects' failures were attributed to task difficulty less than any 
other group. 
Finally, subjects reported that their successes were due to their 
effort (M = 13.31) to a greater extent than their failures (M = 11.85), 
F(l, 107) = 8.66, £ <0.004. 
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Table 12. Interaction of psychological sex and success or failure 
attributions to task difficulty 
Masculini tv-femlnlni tv 
Experience Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undlfferentiated 
Success 5.40a 5.69a 6.18* a 5.89. a 
Failure 8.23b 5'59a 4.83^  a 5.56. a 
Note: The task difficulty item was scored such that higher 
numbers indicate less effect for task difficulty. Means not sharing 
common subscripts differ, £ < 0.05. 
Effects of sex and achievement motivation of attributions 
Subjects' perceptions of the extent to which they thought other 
people would find the task they had attempted difficult, and attribu­
tions to ability, luck, task difficulty, and effort were analyzed using 
multiple regression for success and failure experiences separately. 
The Independent variables in these analyses were sex of subject, the 
four scales of the WOFO (work orientation, mastery, competitiveness, and 
personal unconcern), and interaction terms corresponding to the joint 
effects of sex and each of the four WOFO scales. 
These analyses are summarized in Table 13. Only two regressions 
were significant. Subjects' attributions to luck in their successful 
experiences were predicted significantly by the independent variables, 
F(9, 113) = 2,03, £ <0.04, = 0.14. Table 14 depicts this regres­
sion, and shows that the only variable that contributed significantly 
to the prediction was sex. The regression model associated with sub­
jects' Indications of the difficulty of the task they had failed to 
accomplish on the independent variables was significant, F(9, 113) = 2.21, 
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Table 13. Summary of sex and achievement motivation effects on attribu­
tions 
Dependent variable F(9, 113) R^  
Success experiences 
Difficult activity 1.43 0.10 
Ability 0.30 0.02 
Luck 2.03* 0.14 
Task difficulty 0.55 0.04 
Effort 1.54 0.11 
Failure experiences 
Difficult activity 2.21* 0.15 
Ability 0.89 0.07 
Luck 1.31 0.09 
Task difficulty 0.86 0.06 
Effort 0.26 0.02 
Note: The Independent variables In these regressions were subject 
sex, the mastery, work, competitiveness, and personal unconcern scales 
of the WOFO, and terms for the sex x WOFO scales interactions. 
< 0.05. 
2 £ < 0.03, R = 0.15. This regression is portrayed in Table 15, which 
shows that competitiveness, and the interaction of sex and competitive­
ness were the only significant predictors in the model. 
Analysis of supplementarv attributions 
Subjects' responses to an open-ended question which asked them 
to describe important factors that affected their performance were 
coded into one of eight categories, and analyzed to assess the effects 
of sex and success vs. failure on these attributions. Some of the 
original eight categories had to be combined because of very small 
cell sizes. Four categories were used in the analysis: internal 
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Table 14. Summary of the effects of sex and achievement motivation on 
attributions to luck in success experiences 
Source F (Type I) F (Type IV) Estimate 
Sex (A) 9.21* 0.31 3.24 
Mastery (B) 1.84 0.25 - 0.15 
Work (C) 0.63 1.07 0.40 
Competitiveness (D) 3.25 1.32 - 0.39 
Personal unconcern (E) 0.71 0.75 0.40 
A X B 0.68 0.68 0.16 
A X C 0.42 0.34 - 0.15 
A X D 0.37 0.32 0.12 
A X E 1.22 1.22 - 0.32 
Intercept 4.44 
*2 < 0.05. 
stable — made up of the self-stable category; internal variable — made 
up of the self-variable category; external stable — made up of the 
other-people stable and environmental-stable categories; external 
variable — made up of the other-people variable and environmental-
variable categories. The restatement of ability, luck, task difficulty, 
or effort and uncodeable categories were not Included in this analysis. 
A multivariate Chi-square analysis (cf. Attneave, 1959) was used 
to assess the joint effects of sex of subject and success vs. failure 
on the numbers of subjects whose supplementary attributions fell into 
one of the four categories outlined above. The Chi-square analysis 
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Table 15. Summary of the effects of sex and achievement motivation on 
perceptions that the failure task was difficult 
Source F (Type I) F (Type IV) Estimate 
Sex (A) 0.84 1.12 5.29 
Mastery (B) 0.00 0.15 0.10 
Work (C) 0.47 0.77 - 0.29 
Competitiveness (D) 6.68* 15.10* 1.16 
Personal unconcern (E) 0.11 0.83 - 0.37 
A x B 0.49 0.10 - 0.05 
A X C 0.44 0.20 0.10 
A X D 10.41* 10.22* - 0.61 
A X E 0.48 0.48 0.17 
Intercept 2.96 
*2 < 0.05. 
2 yielded nonsignificant results, % (9) = 0.692. Table 16 contains the 
frequencies associated with this analysis, and while the Chi-square 
analysis was not significant. It Is clear that the most populated cells 
were the Internal variable (53% of all responses) and the external 
stable (31% of all responses) categories. 
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Table 16. Frequencies of supplementary attributions 
Females Males 
Attribution categories Success Failure Success Failure Row totals 
Internal-stable 3 5 1 3 12 
Internal-variable 20 15 27 18 80 
External-stable 8 10 13 16 47 
External-variable 2 4 2 2 10 
Column totals 33 34 43 39 149 
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DISCUSSION 
The primary goal of this research was to outline the important 
dimensions of differences in women's and men's achievement-related 
behavior. This was done by the examination of subjects' self-reported 
success and failure experiences in terms of four widely-known models 
of sex differences in achievement behavior. Ancillary investigations 
were carried out to probe the effects of psychological masculinity 
and femininity, differing orientations to achievement, and subjects' 
attributions for their self-reported performances. 
Achievement Orientations in Women and Men 
Four theoretical models of sex differences in achievement behavior 
were examined. Reference to Bakan's (1966) agency-communion duality 
suggests that men (agentic) strive for mastery and self-enhancement in 
achievement, whereas women (communal) are interested in noncontractual 
cooperation and social goals in achievement. Kipnis' (1974) model was 
used to characterize women as inner-directed in achievement, and to 
suggest that the achievements of women will be evaluated by them in 
terms of the extent to which personal (or internal) goals have been 
met. According to Kipnis, men's achievement strivings are other-
directed in that they evaluate their performance by whether they have 
successfully competed with another person, or have been able to appear 
better than their peers. The task vs. social domain hypothesis of 
Stein and Bailey (1973) was interpreted to suggest that women's achieve­
ment strivings will be directed at the attainment of excellence in 
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social-affiliative activities, whereas men would be expected to strive 
for the mastery of objective tasks. Veroff's (1977) Impact vs. process 
distinction was used to predict that the achievement strivings of women 
would be focused on the process (how something was done) of achievement, 
whereas men were expected to evaluate their achievements In terms of 
the Impact of their efforts (tdiat was done). 
The current research and analyses were carried out to determine: 
(1) whether any of the sex differences In achievement models were ac­
curate In their characterization of sex differences In achievement, 
and (2) the extent to which the models were redundant. 
Summary of results 
Self-reports of Important success and failure experiences (achieve­
ment essays) of female and male undergraduates were examined by trained 
raters to determine the extent to which subjects' reports were 
consistent with the predictions of the sex differences In achievement 
models. The extent to which subjects' achievement essays exhibited 
an agentlc, communal, task, social, Impact, process, other-directed, 
or Inner-directed focus in achievement was assessed with acceptable 
reliability. The results of analyses of group differences carried out 
on scores derived from the content analyses revealed that males and fe­
males differed only in terms of their impact and Inner-directed focus. 
As predicted by the models of Veroff and Kipnis, males' experiences 
revealed a greater Impact orientation than did females', and the 
achievement essays of females Indicated greater reliance on inner 
direction in defining success or failure than did males' essays. 
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Significant (£ <0.10) differences between men and women were not found 
on the agentlc, communal, task, social, process, and other-directed 
scales. 
A factor analysis suggested that only two of the suggested dimen­
sions were Important In characterizing achievement in women and men. 
These dimensions were found in both success and failure experiences, 
so seem to be stable characteristics of the data. The dimensions that 
were discovered correspond to those outlined in a conceptual analysis 
of the sex differences in achievement models. Thus, task and agentlc vs. 
social and communal foci provide a domain dimension. An intrinsic vs. 
extrinsic focus in defining success (performance evaluation) dimension 
was determined by impact and other-directed vs. Inner-directed and 
process foci in achievement. 
Conclusions concerning the domain hypothesis 
The models of Bakan (1966) and Stein and Bailey (1973) were concep­
tualized as domain hypotheses of sex differences in achievement. The re­
sults of the current research support the combining of Bakan's and Stein 
and Bailey's models under a single dimension of task vs. social concerns 
in achievement. However, according to the domain hypothesis, women 
and men should have differed in their choices of achievement activi­
ties. 
A failure to support the domain hypothesis of gender differences 
in achievement has now been noted in two separate studies of women's 
and men's self-selected achievement tasks. In the current research, 
not only did the analyses of subjects' scores on the agency, task. 
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social, and communal focus scales reveal no differences based on gender, 
a descriptive analysis of the types of activities subjects described 
showed that women and men attempted the same types of activities. 
Furthermore, sex of subject was Included In the factor analysis of the 
achievement focus scales and did not load highly on the domain factor. 
Secondly, although Travis et al. (Note 3) argued that their data sup­
ported the task vs. social domain hypothesis, their conclusion was 
based on a relatively small proportion of women (26%) who described 
socially-oriented events. Only 10% of their males' accomplishments were 
classed as soclal-affIllative; thus, Travis et al. concluded that women 
were more likely than men to be socially-oriented In achievement. How­
ever, women as a whole were more likely to describe task-oriented 
achievements (75%) than they were to describe socially-oriented ac­
complishments. An alternative explanation of these results Is that 
there may be a small minority of women i^ o are socially-oriented In 
achievement, and that this minority of women Is larger than the minority 
of men who are Interested In social accomplishments. Travis et al.'s 
use of discrete categories (social or task) for coding their data may 
have tapped these differences, whereas the use of continuous scales In 
the current research allowed the analysis of group differences which 
would blur such subgroup differences. 
Women's and men's achievements cannot be reliably differentiated 
by the domain of activities that are attempted. Previous support for 
the domain hypothesis was derived from considerations of the masculine-
mastery and femlnlne-afflllatlve aspects of traditional sex-roles. 
Results consistent with the domain hypothesis have been found In 
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laboratory studies linking achievement-related behaviors of women with 
social or feminine activities (e.g., Crandall et al., 1964; Stein et al., 
1971), or the arousal of achievement Imagery in women due to socially-
oriented TAT instructions (e.g., McClelland et al., 1953). It appears 
that although women are able to perceive and react to the demands for 
sex-role appropriate behavior inherent to an experimental setting, when 
given a choice, they are not in fact more likely than men to choose 
social relationships as achievement tasks. The failure of researchers 
to follow Stein and Bailey's (1973) admonition to examine the self-
selected achievements of women and men may have misled them to give 
the domain hypothesis greater credence than it ^ eserves^ . 
Conclusions concerning the performance evaluation hypothesis 
Dimensions of hypothesized sex differences based on the models of 
Kipnis (1974) and Veroff (1977) were found to be related and comprised 
a performance evaluation hypothesis of sex differences in achievement. 
This hypothesis suggests that women will define their performances as 
successful to the extent that internal standards of accomplishment are 
met. Men should evaluate their successes in terms of their impact on 
other people, and/or in terms of external rewards. The current re­
search supported this hypothesis. Men were more likely than women to 
define their successes in terms of external referents (gaining 
I^t must be noted that samples other than college students may 
yield support for the domain hypothesis. The college students used in 
the current research were probably more highly achievement motivated, 
more homogeneous with respect to achievement goals and past achieve­
ment experiences, and more liberal than noncollege samples. It is 
possible that gender differences in chosen domain achievement tasks 
would be evident in more sex-role traditional or more heterogeneous 
samples. 
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prestige or glory through accomplishment; pleasing other people through 
success), whereas women were more likely than men to define their ac­
complishments by referring to Internal standards ("I did what I set out 
to do"). 
The performance evaluation hypothesis has received support from 
research using experimenter controlled tasks (e.g., Decl, 1972), large-
scale questionnaire research (e.g., Veroff et al., 1971), and now by 
two studies of subjects' self-described performances (Travis et al.. 
Note 3; the current research). It appears that men's and women's 
achievement behavior can be differentiated by a consideration of the 
locus of performance evaluation (Intrinsic vs. extrinsic). 
Implications for gender and aex-roles 
Content analyses of subjects' achievement essays that assessed the 
extent to which the essays exhibited stereotyped masculine or feminine 
achievement revealed the obvious differences: men's essays were more 
masculine than were women's, and women's essays were more feminine 
than men's. Since the domain hypothesis of sex differences Is founded 
In considerations of sex-roles. It would seem likely that the mascu­
linity or femininity of an essay would be related to the domain of 
achievement that was described. This was found. Masculinity, as 
measured by personality Instruments and the ratings of the stereotypic 
masculinity of an essay was related to an agentlc-task orientation In 
achievement. Femininity was related to social-communal foci In 
achievement. Furthermore, although males and females were differentiated 
on the basis of the stereotypic masculinity or femininity of their 
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achievements, and in terms of their use of intrinsic performance stan­
dards, these indices were not reliably intercorrelated. Masculinity 
tended to be related to an extrinsic focus in achievement. 
These results suggest two conclusions: (1) sex-role stereotypes 
are (as assumed by the domain hypothesis) intimately related to the 
domains of important achievement activities (indeed, the successes of 
feminine and androgynous subjects tended to be more communally oriented 
than those of masculine and undifferentiated subjects), and (2) when 
women and men are given the opportunity to choose the achievement domains 
that are important to them, they do not reliably differ in their choices. 
Hopefully, these observations will serve to fuel arguments such as 
Lott's (Note 7) which strive to disassociate gender from sex-role 
stereotypes. Lott (and others, e.g.. Garnets & Pleck, 1979) has 
argued that equating learned behaviors (sex-role appropriate behavior) 
with personality characteristics (masculinity-femininity) obscures the 
essential malleability of the learned behaviors. Thus, researchers mis­
takenly assume that gender and masculinity-femininity are inextricably 
linked. The present research shows that although stereotypic masculinity 
and femininity are associated with particular types of achievement, the 
link between personality (masculinity-femininity), sex-roles, and gender 
differences in achievement is much more complex. 
Gender differences in extrinsic performance standards were noted 
in this research. It seems plausible that the extrinsic, competitive 
focus in men's achievement essays was associated with striving for 
dominance and status on the part of males. Researchers have found 
that men use touching in interpersonal situations to display dominance 
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and status (Henley, 1973), men's use of personal space connotes dominance 
(cf. Sommer, 1969), men perceive dominant acts (such as having others 
perform menial tasks) as more socially desirable than do women (Buss, 
1981, Experiment I), and men's achievement strivings seem to be oriented 
toward achieving dominance and status (Veroff et al., 1971). Men's 
greater use of extrinsic, competitive definitions of success and failure 
seems consistent with linger's (1979) view that men's behavior Is often 
directed at the expression and use of Indices of status and power 
(dominance). 
A potential limit on these conclusions regarding the relationships 
among gender, sex-roles, and achievement orientation must be noted. 
The authors of the models used In this research did not provide specific 
hypotheses, nor did they provide measures of the dimensions they pro­
posed. If the definitions of the achievement focus dimensions used in 
this study had been different, or were inaccurate, different results 
may have been obtained. The potential for this problem was minimized 
by: (1) using the author's own terms in the descriptions given to the 
content raters, (2) providing raters with descriptions of the general 
dimension (i.e., "agency is...") as well as explanations of how the 
general dimensions related to achievement (i.e., "agentlc focused 
achievement is..."), and (3) Insuring that the descriptions given to 
the raters were based on careful, thorough examination of the positions 
of the authors of the achievement focus dimensions. 
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Implications for future research 
The preceding discussion of the effects of gender on achievement 
and the relationships among gender, sex-roles, and achievement-related 
behaviors suggests Interesting avenues for further research. 
In a recent critique of the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bern, 
1974), Pedhazur and Tetenbaum (1979) factor analyzed males' and fe­
males' self-ratings on the BSRI. They discovered four factors In these 
responses, which may be Interpreted as differing aspects of traditional 
sex-roles. Pedhazur and Tetenbaum identified an assertlveness. factor 
(dominance, aggressiveness, acts as a leader), an Interpersonal sensi­
tivity factor (compassionate, tender, understanding), a self-sufficiency 
factor (gullible and childlike vs. independent, self-reliant), and a 
femininity vs. masculinity factor. These results tend to support the 
notion that sex-roles are not unidimenslonal, and that differing aspects 
of the sex-roles may have different effects on achievement behavior. 
For example, it may be that scores on a dominance factor would predict 
achievement, whereas interpersonal sensitivity would not. Research 
which focused on identifying which, any, aspects of traditional sex-
roles affect achievement behavior would be instructive and could shed 
light on the thesis presented previously: that gender differences in 
achievement are not closely associated with global sex-role stereo­
types . 
If a link between striving for dominance and other directed-impact 
focused achievement were confirmed, a startling reappraisal of men's 
and women's achievement orientations would be needed. Dominance and 
status considerations are inherently social in nature. If males' 
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achievement Is directed by dominance and status concerns, then their 
achievement must be considered to be more socially-oriented than fe­
males'. Stein and Bailey (1973) hypothesized that women's assumed af-
fIllative tendencies guide their achievement strivings. It may be that 
these afflllative tendencies impel women to view personal relationships 
not as achievement, but simply as affiliation. The foregoing specula­
tion suggests hypotheses for research. For example, it would be in­
structive to ascertain whether the predicted link between dominance/ 
status and achievement exists for men. Also, whether women and men view 
interpersonal settings in different ways (e.g., men see social settings 
as arenas for the expression of dominance, and, thus, as achievement 
settings; women perceive social settings as opportunities for expressing 
communal concerns, and not as achievement settings) may be an important 
adjunct to research on gender and achievement. 
Research on the achievement orientations of persons other than 
college students could also provide Interesting and relevant findings. 
Bruns-Hlllman (Note 8) examined the achievement orientations of women 
in traditional and nontra^ itional occupations, using WOFO scale scores. 
She found that women in nontraditional occupations yielded WOFO score 
profiles that closely resembled those typically associated with men 
(e.g., high in competitiveness, high in mastery). Women in traditional 
occupations exhibited WOFO profiles that were much more congruent with 
stereotypically feminine responding. It may be that the domain 
hypothesis would differentiate women and men in traditional occupations 
better than women and men in nontraditional occupations. Also, one 
might expect that the less visible accomplishments of a homemaker would 
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be related to defining achievement in terms of meeting Internal goals, 
rather than having an impact on others, or beating other people. If 
differences such as those mentioned above were found, it could be 
argued that the prescriptive aspects of sex-roles are more highly re­
lated to occupational roles than to gender, as proposed by Locfcsley and 
Colten (1979). 
Some researchers (Bers, 1980; Zuckerman, 1980) have suggested that 
sex-role stereotypes are loosening. There are currently more women in 
the workplace than there were a decade ago (cf. Itye, 1974; VanDuren & 
Sheldon, .1976) and more women with children working outside the home 
7 (Chafe, 1976) . It is possible that the lack of sex differences in 
chosen domain reflects changing or loosening sex-roles more than the 
validity of the inferences that were used to produce the domain 
hypothesis. It is possible that the gender differences found in 
performance evaluation in the present study are due to those aspects of 
sex-role stereotypes changing more slowly than the more visible dif­
ferences in domain of achievement. Perhaps definitions of success or 
failure are fairly stable within an individual, while domains through which 
one expresses achievement are much more labile and responsive to change. 
Unfortunately, this speculation is likely to remain just that. Post 
hoc analyses of research on achievement over the past ten to fifteen 
years (the time period in which roles seem to have undergone the most 
change) would be greatly confounded by differences in methods, popula-
I^t must also be noted that the more things change, the more they 
may remain the same. Robinson (1971) found that working women with 
working husbands were expected to, and did take primary responsibility 
for domestic chores. 
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tlons, and theoretical orientation. Research which might answer the 
question of whether different aspects of sex-typed achievement styles 
undergo different rates of change would necessarily be longitudinal 
in nature and should have been started fifteen years ago. 
Ancillary Investigations 
Effects of masculinitv and femininity on achievement focus 
Subjects' psychological masculinity and femininity was expected to 
reveal differences in achievement orientation. This expectation re­
ceived only mild support. The successes of feminine and androgynous 
subjects tended to be communally oriented to a greater extent than 
their failures and the experiences (both success and failure) of mascu­
line and undifferentiated subjects. Also, the experiences of feminine, 
masculine and androgynous subjects tended to be more Impact focused 
than those of undifferentiated subjects. In this study, sex was found 
to be a more powerful predictor of achievement focus than was psycho­
logical masculinity-femininity. Recent theoretical debate surrounding 
the concept of androgyny and the usefulness of the constructs of psycho­
logical masculinity-femininity (Locksley & Colten, 1979; Fedhazur & 
Tetenbaum, 1979) has stressed logical problems and lack of clear-cut 
empirical support for these dimensions. Locksley and Colten (1979) 
have argued that the adjectives that comprise the PAQ (and the BSRI) 
tap differences in work and family roles rather than masculinity and 
femininity. Their assertion that the use of an instrumentality vs. 
expressiveness dimension to reflect masculinity-femininity ignores 
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Important overlap in sex-role appropriate behavior (e.g., mothering re­
quires considerable instrumental behavior) is similar to Pedhazur and 
Tetenbaum'â (1979) argument that sex-roles are multidimensional. 
Pedhazur and Tetenbaum suggest that sex-roles are not merely (or even 
primarily) concerned with differences in instrumentality and expressive­
ness. In essence, these criticisms argue against a global conception 
of sex-roles and their relationship with gender. The findings of the 
current study support this notion. Masculinity and femininity were 
found to be related to expressive vs. instrumental domains in achieve­
ment, which did not reveal gender differences. Gender differences 
were found in orientations that were not uniformly related to 
masculinity-femininity. 
Some personality theorists (cf. Mischel, 1968, 1972) have argued that 
global conceptions of personality traits cannot explain human behavior 
to any useful degree. The "trait by situation interactlonism" which has 
resulted from a recent lack of faith in global personality measures 
(cf. Endler & Magnusson, 1976), suggests a model for fiiture research 
on psychological masculinity-femininity. In accordance with the probable 
multidimensional nature of sex-role stereotype contents, and the 
results and speculation of the current research, researchers might do 
well to examine those situations in which certain aspects of the stereo­
types are relevant. For example. It may be that masculinity-femininity 
as equated with instrumentality-expressiveness is a determinant of 
behavior in social settings, but not in academic achievement situations. 
Furthermore, considerations of dominance and status may be important 
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to men's achievement, whereas more Internal definitions of performance 
quality are integral parts of women's achievement strivings. 
Attributions for performance 
Although numerous researchers have found stable sex differences 
in attributions for success and failure (e.g., Deaux & Emswiller, 1973; 
Etaugh & Brown, 1975; Feather & Simon, 1975; Zuckerman, 1979), all 
previous research has used experimenter controlled tasks or outcomes. 
The exception to this generalization is work by Travis et al. (Note 3), 
who examined the attributions of subjects' self-reported (or "personal") 
performances. Travis et al. found the expected pattern of women's 
reliance on variable (effort and luck) attributions for success. How­
ever, the characteristic patterns of self-blame by women, and defenslve-
ness by men in failure experiences was not observed. The present re­
search did not replicate Travis et al.'s results. The major pattern 
observed in the attributions of subjects In this study was that all 
subjects attributed their success more to effort and ability than their 
failure. The only sex difference to emerge in subjects' attributions 
was a nonsignificant trend for a reversal of the predicted effects, in 
that men, more than women felt that their performances were due to luck. 
Psychological masculinity-femininity showed limited effects: masculine 
subjects reported that they had attempted a task that was difficult to 
a greater degree than did other groups of subjects; however, masculine 
subjects also attributed their failure less to task difficulty than 
they did their success (and the performances of other groups). 
The finding that subjects did not evidence the characteristic pat­
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terns of male-female biases in attributions in this study is relatively 
easily explained by noting that in this study subjects made attribu­
tions concerning tasks in which they had personal commitment, and con­
cerning vAiich they had more knowledge than typical laboratory tasks. 
Subjects knew the ability levels required for success on the tasks 
they reported, and probably selected those tasks in which they had some 
ability and could accomplish with a given degree of effort. Thus, it 
seems likely that their attributions should center on effort and 
ability, and not task difficulty or luck. Similarly, subjects may have 
selectively reported tasks for which they could report socially desirable 
causes. Bradley (1978) noted that subjects' attributions seem to be 
affected by self-presentation to the experimenter. If this is the case, 
it is not surprising that subjects attributed their performances to 
ability and effort, since these attributions are positive self-
presentations (cf. Bradley, 1978; Zuckerman, 1979). 
The lack of replication of Travis et al.'s findings appears to 
be problematic. However, they utilized an analysis and design that 
would be inappropriate for the current research, making direct comparison 
impossible. Their results were derived from the analysis of success 
and failure experiences separately, making the comparison of effort and 
ability differences for success vs. failure attributions impossible. 
The results of the analyses of subjects' responses to the open-
ended attribution questions (supplementary attributions) did not reveal 
sex differences in attributions. The most characteristic attribution of 
all subjects was to an internal-variable cause. This finding parallels 
the results of the other analyses of attributions in this study, for 
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effort is an internal-variable attribution. Indeed, perusal of the raw 
data suggests that most of the subjects' supplementary attributions in­
volved explanations for performance based on transitory motivational 
levels, and the extent to which the person "wanted" the goal. These 
results are quite similar to those of Falbo and Beck (1979). They 
used multidimensional scaling analysis to yield subject derived cate­
gories of performance attributions. Motivation level was one of the 
categories strongly implied by their results. 
The regression analyses used to examine the effect of achievement 
motivation types (as measured by the WOFO) in the current study re­
vealed less than ubiquitous effects. The sex effect on subjects' at­
tributions to luck was affirmed, and an effect for competitive orienta­
tions to achievement was found for subjects' perceptions that the task 
they had attempted was difficult. Subjects higher in a competitive 
orientation to achievement perceived their failure experience to have 
involved a difficult task. This result is consistent with the Spence 
and Helmreich (1978) conception of a competitive orientation to achieve­
ment. 
The results of the analyses of subjects' attributions suggest two 
conclusions: (1) sex differences in attributions may not be as 
ubiquitous as previously believed (see also Sohn, Note 9), (2) the 
effects of experimenter assigned vs. self-selected achievement tasks 
requires further investigation; perhaps, sex differences in attributions 
will be evident only in settings in which subjects have only fleeting 
experience and low involvement with the task. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
Two Important conclusions can be drawn from the results of this 
research. The first Is that the eight dimensions postulated by Bakan 
(1966; agentlc, communal). Stein and Bailey (1973; task-mastery, soclal-
afflllatlve), Klpnls (1974; other-directed. Inner-directed), and Veroff 
(1977; Impact emphasis, process emphasis) can be collapsed into only two 
major dimensions. These are a domain dimension and a performance 
evaluation dimension. The domain dimension requires consideration of 
the task vs. social domain of achievement activities that are seen 
as important, and the performance evaluation dimension refers to 
whether a person evaluates their performance as a success or a failure 
based on intrinsic vs. extrinsic factors. 
The second major conclusion regards sex differences in achievement 
orientations. Based on the results of this research, it is apparent 
that only the performance evaluation dimension differentiates the achieve­
ments of women and men. 
Ancillary analyses of data collected in conjunction with this 
study suggest that further comparisons of research using experimenter 
controlled vs. subject generated tasks is needed. Commonly found sex 
differences in attributions for performance were not observed when 
subjects made attributions associated with personally relevant ex­
periences. 
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APPENDIX A. 
MATERIALS USED IN DATA COLLECTION 
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Essay Booklet 
In this experiment you will be asked to write short essays concerning 
your personal experiences and then fill out a number of rating scales. 
Please respond to the questions on the following pages, and ask the 
experimenter if you have any questions. 
Your essays and ratings will be anonymous and confidential. However, 
if you do not wish to continue in the experiment at any time, please 
inform the experimenter and you may leave without loss of extra credit. 
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We are interested in the ways that people view accomplishment. Please 
think back over experiences you have had, and determine one instance in 
which you accomplished something important to you. You may describe any 
important experience that made you feel successful. Please respond to 
the following questions about your experience. 
What did you accomplish? 
Why did you want to succeed at that activity? 
How did you know that you had succeeded? 
What was it about this experience that made you feel successful? 
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We are Interested in the ways that people view experiences in which they 
do not accomplish something they set out to do. Please think back over 
experiences you have had and determine one instance in which you did not 
accomplish something important to you. You may describe any important 
experience in which you fell far short of achieving your goal. Please 
respond to the following questions about your experience. 
What did you set out to accomplish? 
Why did you want to succeed at that activity? 
How did you know that you had not accomplished your goal? 
What was it about this experience that made you feel that you had fallen 
far short of reaching your goal? 
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Please refer to the first essay you wrote, and answer the following 
questions about your experience. 
For each item circle the number that best describes your personal feelings. 
1. How hard do you think it would be for most people to accomplish the 
activity you described? 
1 ,2 3 
very easy for 
most people 
8 10 11 12 13 14 15 
very difficult for 
most /people 
2.  How much did each of the following affect your performance in the 
experience you described? 
a) Your ability, or lack of ability? 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 3 
ability had 
no effect 
11 12 13 14 15 
ability had a 
large effect 
b) Your good or bad luck? 
3 4 5 6 7 1 2 
luck had a 
large effect 
10 11 12 13 
c) The difficulty or ease of what you attempted? 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 12 3 
difficulty had 
a large effect 
13 
d) The amount of effort you put into the attempt? 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 12 3 
effort had no 
effect 
14 15 
luck had 
no effect 
14 15 
difficulty had 
no effect 
14 15 
effort had 
large effect 
3. Please indicate any other factors which you feel made an important 
contribution to your performance. 
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Please refer to the second essay you wrote, and answer the following 
questions about your experience. 
For each item circle the number that best describes your personal feelings. 
1. How hard do you think it would be for most people to accomplish the 
activity you described? 
12 3 
very easy for 
most people 
6 8 10 11 12 13 14 15 
very difficult for 
most people 
2 .  How much did each of the following affect your performance in the 
experience you described? 
a) Your ability or lack of ability? 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 12 3 
ability had 
no effect 
11 12 13 14 15 
ability had a 
large effect 
b) Your good or bad luck? 
3 4 5 6 7 1 2 
luck had a 
large effect 
10 11 12 13 
c) The difficulty or ease of what you attempted? 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 12 3 
difficulty had 
a large effect 
13 
d) The amount of effort you put into the attempt? 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1 2 3 
effort had no 
effect 
14 15 
luck had 
no effect 
14 15 
difficulty had 
no effect 
14 15 
effort had a 
large effect 
3. Please indicate any other factors which you feel made an important 
contribution to your performance. 
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Please provide the following information. 
Sex (check one) : male female 
Age; 
Maj or : 
Cumulative Grade Point (check one): 
1.4 or below 
1.5 to 1.9 
2.0 to 2.4 
2.5 to 2.9 
3.0 to 3.4 
3.5 or above 
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Attitudes Booklet 
Please react to the Items in this booklet by filling in the appropriate 
spaces on your answer sheet. Please mark all of your responses on the 
answer sheet: do not mark on this booklet, and do not leave any items 
blank. 
103 
The following statements describe reactions to conditions of work and 
challenging situations. For each item, indicate how much you agree or 
disagree with the statement, as it refers to yourself, by blackening the 
appropriate letter on your answer sheet. Use the following scale: 
A = strongly agree 
B = slightly agree 
C = neither agree nor disagree 
D = slightly disagree 
E = strongly disagree 
1. I would rather do something at which 1 feel confident and relaxed 
than something which is challenging and difficult. 
2. It is important for me to do my work as well as I can even if it 
isn't popular with my co-workers. 
3. I enjoy working in situations involving competition with others. 
4. When a group I belong to plans an activity, I would rather direct 
it myself than just help out and have someone else organize it. 
5. I feel that good relations with my fellow workers are more important 
than performance on a task. 
6. I would rather learn easy fun games than difficult thought games. 
7. It is important to me to perform better than others on a task. 
8. I worry because my success may cause others to dislike me. 
9. I find satisfaction in working as well as I can. 
10. If I am not good at something I would rather keep struggling to master 
it than move on to something I may be good at. 
11. I avoid discussing my accomplishments because other people might 
be jealous. 
12. Once I undertake a task, I persist. 
13. I prefer to work in situations that require a high level of skill. 
14. There is satisfaction in a job well done. 
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15. I feel that winning is important in both work and games. 
16. I more often attempt tasks that I am not sure I can do than tasks 
that I believe I can do. 
17. I sometimes work at less than my best because I feel that others may 
resent me for performing well. 
18. I find satisfaction in exceeding my previous performance even if I 
don't outperform others. 
19. I like to work hard. 
20. Part of my enjoyment in doing things is inçroving my past performance. 
21. It annoys me when other people perform better than I do. 
22. I like to be busy all the time. 
23. I try harder when I'm in competition with other people. 
The items below inquire about what kind of person you think you are. 
Each item consists of a pair of characteristics. 
For example ; 
not at all artistic very artistic 
Each pair describes contradictory characteristics — that is, you cannot 
be both at the same time, such as very artistic and not at all artistic. 
The letters A, B, C, D, E, form a scale between the two extremes. You 
are to choose a letter which describes where vou fall on the scale. For 
example, if you think you have no artistic ability, you would blacken A 
on your answer sheet. If you think you are pretty good, you might blacken 
D. If you are medium, you might blacken C, and so forth. 
24. Not at all aggressive A B C D E Very aggressive 
25. Not at all independent A B C D E Very independent 
26. Not at all emotional A B C D E Very emotional 
27. Very submissive A B C D E Very dominant 
28. Not at all excitable 
in a malor crisis 
A B C D E Very excitable in 
a malor crisis 
29. Very passive A B C D E Very active 
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30. Not at all able to devote 
self completely to others 
A B C D E 
31. Very rough A B C D E 
32. Not at all helpful to 
others 
A B C D E 
33. Not at all competitive A B C D E 
34. Very home oriented A B C D E 
35. Not at all kind A B C D E 
36. Indifferent to other's 
approval 
A B C D E 
37. Feelings not easily hurt A B C D E 
38. Not at all aware of 
feelings of others 
A B C D E 
39. Can make decisions easily A B C D E 
40. Gives up very easily A B C D E 
41. Never cries A B C D E 
42. Not at all self-confi-
dent 
A B C D E 
43. Feels very inferior A B C D E 
44. Not at all understanding 
of others 
A B C D E 
45. Very cold in relations 
with others 
A B C D E 
46. Very little need for 
security 
A B C D E 
47. 
1 
Goes to pieces under 
pressure 
A B C D E 
Able to devote self 
completely to others 
Very gentle 
Very helpful to others 
Very competitive 
Very worldly 
Very kind 
Highly needful of 
other's approval 
Feelings easily hurt 
Very aware of feelings 
of others 
Has difficulty making 
decisions 
Never gives up easily 
Cries very easily 
Very self-confident 
Feels very superior 
Very understanding of 
others 
Very warm in relations 
with others 
Very strong need for 
security 
Stands up well under 
pressure 
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APPENDIX B. 
MATERIALS USED IN ESSAY CONTENT ANALYSIS 
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Definition Booklet 
The definitions contained in this booklet refer to dimensions that have 
been developed by researchers studying achievement. They are ways 
in which people can view their accomplishments. This research is aimed 
at discovering how well the achievement focus dimensions describe peoples' 
behavior. 
Use these definitions to explain the Achievement Essay Content Rating 
Scales you will use when you rate the Achievement Essays. You will be 
examining the content of each of the essays you rate to see how much that 
essay shows evidence of the achievement focus in question. Please read 
the following definitions and examples carefully to make sure you under­
stand vAiat each dimension is. 
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Siimmarv of Achievement Focus Dimensions 
Dimension Examples " 
Agentic focus 
Communion focus 
Task focus 
Social focus 
Other-directed 
Inner-directed 
Impact focus 
Process focus 
focus on mastery of course material for grade 
attainment 
make friends with lab partner 
focus on attainment of objective success through 
grade attainment 
make friends with lab partner 
success defined by performance relative to that 
of peers 
success defined by meeting personal standards 
for performance, regardless of absolute grade 
attained 
focus on mastery of material, feedback regarding 
performance in terms of the effect (getting an 
"A"), or being the "best" in the class 
focus on the way in which the grade was attained: 
regardless of the grade received, did the actor 
earn it?, did the actor feel as if he or she had 
gained competency in the material? 
Examples refer to performance in an undergraduate Chemistry class. 
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Communion 
Coimunion is a basic tendency to participate in groups. It is manifest 
in striving for a feeling of "oneness" with others. Communal tendencies 
can be seen in openness with other people, union with other people, and 
noncontractual cooperation. 
Communal focused achievement: A person who has a communal focus in 
achievement wants to accomplish things that will make them feel as if they 
are a part of a group. They would help someone else achieve a goal, and 
not expect anything in return. A person with a communal focus toward 
achievement has the goal of being accepted by other people, and having 
harmonious interpersonal relationships with other people. 
A high communal focus is evident in: 
"It makes me feel good when my friends that I have made here at ISU can 
come to me with problems, or just talk. It makes me know that they can 
trust me." 
"I have been a volunteer worker in a hospital recently, and this is a 
success because I could feel that I was helping the people." 
Agency 
Agency is manifest in considerations of the self. It is a characteristic 
that forces people to be individualistic and unique. People high in agency 
are Interested in self-enhancement, self-protection, and self-assertion. 
Agency is also manifest in people who try to set themselves apart from 
other people. 
Agentic focused achievement; A person with an agentlc focus in achieve­
ment wants to accomplish things that benefit them. They are interested 
in achievement that sets them apart from other people. They are inter­
ested only in achieving their goal, and not with other people or other 
people's feelings. 
A high agentlc focus is evident in; 
"I ran for an office in an organization and won by a landslide." 
"I got a job as a manager trainee. It is a success because it is in a 
city I like, they'll pay me to get my MBA, and I competed with many 
people from all over Iowa for the job." 
"I was able to raise my CPA last quarter. I had to study so much that 
I lost contact with many of my friends, and passed up lots of chances 
to party, but I got the grades and that's what's Important." 
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Other"directed 
Other directedness is a product of a society in which upward mobility 
cannot be accomplished by self-focused strivings. Accomplishments are 
defined in relative terms. That is, a person can succeed only insofar 
as they have more status than their peers, or have the approval of their 
superiors. 
Other focused achievement; A person who has another focus in achievement 
wants to achieve so that other people will think highly of them. They are 
not interested in accomplishment for its own sake. They are interested in 
achieving goals that will make them stand out in relation to their peers. 
The reason that they try to do well is to gain social approval. 
A high other focus is evident in: 
"I recently ran for a position on an organization. I will hold the office 
next year, because I convinced the members that I was capable. 
"I was successful in raising my CPA. By being on the Dean's List, I 
proved myself to others. 
Inner-directed 
In an inner-directed individual, internalized codes of conduct focus 
the person's behavior. Societies in which a person can "get ahead" 
on the basis of their own self-motivated strivings produce inner-directed 
people. 
Inner focused achievement; A person who has an inner focus in achievement 
wants to accomplish their goals because it makes them feel good to succeed, 
whether anyone else knows about their accomplishment or not. People with 
inner focus desire to achieve because of their intrinsic motivation. They 
just want to be as good as they can possibly be. 
A high inner focus is evident in: 
"The major success of my life was to achieve one of my life's goals. 
I have been determined to work with exotic animals — not to teach them 
to do tricks — but to care for them and protect them." 
"My success has been in academics. Over the past three years I have 
proven to myself that I can work up to my potential. I fulfilled my 
goal of raising my CPA." 
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Social Orientation 
À social orientation is reflected in wanting to make friends and to be 
successful socially. Warm interpersonal relationships are important to 
people with a social orientation. 
Social focused achievement; A person with a social focus in achievement 
is primarily interested in accomplishing good social relationships. They 
don't really care about grades, jobs, etc., what they really care about 
is their friends. A person high in social focus would not want to compete 
with someone for a job, because that competition might get in the way of 
their friendship. A social focus in achievement means that the person 
tries very hard to accomplish their goals, but their goals are mostly 
involved with having good relationships, being accepted, and being liked. 
A high social focus is evident in: 
"1 have resolved some conflicts with my parents. Their basic ideologies 
and mine are different, but I was able to obtain a friendly, open atmos­
phere without sacrificing my beliefs." 
"1 made the transfer from a small school to ISU. It was lonely at first, 
but I worked hard at being involved in things and meeting people. I'm now 
well adjusted here, which is an accomplishment for me." 
Task Orientation 
Task oriented people are interested in the mastery of an objective task. 
They are primarily interested in the mastery of particular tasks or goals 
that have objective or public definitions of success and failure. 
Task focused achievement; A person with a task focus in achievement is 
mostly interested in accomplishing a task with a specific answer. Their 
main goal is to know that they have mastered a particular task, without 
caring very much how they go about accomplishing the task. The person 
is not concerned with other people, they just want to get the job done. 
A high task focus is evident in; 
"I was able to organize a group of people to wait for 'Who' tickets. It 
took a lot of effort to keep enough people out there to keep our places, 
but we got great tickets — right in front of the stage." 
"I made the cheersquad at ISU! It was hard, but I made the squad." 
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Process Orientation 
Process orientation implies that a person views their work in terms of 
how it was done. A process emphasis is characterized by striving for 
autonomy, feelings of success by doing what was expected, and feeling 
competent. 
Process focused achievement: A person with a process focus in achievement 
would try to achieve things they had chosen to do. They would derive 
satisfaction from achievement due to the feeling that they had followed 
the rules and had done the thing right. The major focus is on how things 
are accomplished. 
A high process focus is evident in: 
"I had my first job interview, which while I didn't get the job, was a 
success for me. I handled myself well in the interview, and feel that 
I did everything I could to get the job." 
"I did well on my grades this year because I was able to set aside time 
to study regularly. I worked hard and learned the material for my 
courses, and feel very good about the effort I put out." 
Impact Orientation 
An impact orientation is manifest in a person evaluating their work in 
terms of what was done, that is, in terms of the effects of what they 
had done. Competition, use of personal power, and the mastery of 
particular tasks are all aspects of an impact orientation. 
Impact focused achievement : A person with an impact focus in achievement 
would want to accomplish something because their achievement would show 
that they had power over other people, or because they could "beat" some­
one. The person derives their feelings of accomplishment from looking 
only at the results of their efforts. 
A high impact focus is evident in: 
"I did well on my grades this year. I knew I had succeeded when I saw 
that my studying resulted in all 'Bs' or better." 
"I got a great summer internship. I felt really good about getting the 
job because I had to beat out lots of other applicants, and its a job 
related to my major." 
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Mas euline/Feminine 
Traditional sex roles Indicate what Is "right" and "wrong" for men and 
women to do. 
Men are "supposed to be" self-confident, persistent, aggressive, dominant, 
competitive, etc. 
Women are "supposed to be" warm, helpful, emotional, gentle, passive, etc. 
Simply rate the achievement essay on the extent to which the writer re­
flects traditional masculine or feminine traits. 
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Instructions for Raters 
1. Fill in identifying information. "Essay #" is the number at the 
top of each essay card, "S or F" refers to whether the essay describes 
a success or failure experience (you can tell from the first ques­
tion), and "Rater" is you, just put your name there. 
2. Count the number of words the person wrote (that is, exclude the 
questions). Contractions (e.g., they're) and hyphenated words (e.g., 
self-help) count as one (1) word. Numbers (e.g., 894, or 12) 
count as one word each. 
3. Read the essay carefully, then rate the essay on the Content scales by 
circling the appropriate number. Rate each essay on the achievement 
focus dimensions in the order that they appear on your Content Rating 
Scales sheet. Refer back to your definitions of the dimensions when­
ever you need to do so. Keep the following things in mind as you 
rate the essays: 
(a) You are a precise, objective, psychometric instrument. 
(b) Make each rating independently of the others. That is, rate an 
essay on each scale, regardless of how it has been rated on the 
other scales. Any given essay could contain evidence of any, 
all, or none of the dimensions upon which you will rate it. 
(c) Base your ratings on what is written down on the card, not on 
what you think the person meant to say. 
(d) Use the whole scale to accurately reflect the extent to which a 
given essay shows evidence of the dimension in question. 
4. Record the type of activity described in the essay. "Athletics" 
and "scholastics" are self-explanatory, "personal relationships" 
refers to achievements involving friends, lovers, etc., "group 
memberships" activities would include getting into a Greek house, 
elections in campus organizations, or the achievement of a group 
goal, and "self-improvement" activities would be things like losing 
(or gaining) weight. If the activity described does not fit into 
any of the above categories, check "other" and try to come up with 
a word or phrase to describe the activity. 
5. If you have any problems with rating an essay, or describing an 
activity, make a note of that on the Content Rating Scales sheet 
for that essay. In other words, record any peculiarities in your 
data collecting. 
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Essay # 
Content Ratine Scales 
S or F Rater 
Number of words In essay: 
Circle the number on each scale that most accurately reflects the content 
of the essay. Use the scales In the order that they appear below. 
Communal focus: 
Process focus: 
Task focus: 
Impact focus: 
Inner-directed: 
Social focus: 
Outer-directed: 
Agentlc focus; 
Typically feminine? 
12 3 
very low 
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
12 13 14 15. 
very high 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
Typically masculine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
very low very high 
Activity described (check one): 
athletics 
scholastics 
employment 
personal relationships 
group membership 
other (specify) 
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Essay # 
Content Ratine Scales 
S or F Rater 
Number of words in essay: 
Circle the number on each scale that most accurately reflects the content 
of the achievement essay; 
1. Agentic focus: 123456789 10 1 
very low 
2. Task focused: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
3. Communal focused : 123456789 10 1 
4. Impact focused: 123456789 10 1 
5. Other-directed: 123456789 10 1 
6. Process focused: 123456789 10 1 
7. Social focused: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
8. Inner-directed; 123456789 10 1 
9. Typically mascu- 12 3456 789 10 1 
line? 
10. Typically femi- 123456789 10 1 
nine? very low 
12 13 14 15 
very high 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
high 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
very high 
Activity described (check one) : 
athletics 
scholastics 
personal relationships 
group membership 
other (specify) 
Essay # 
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Content Ratine Scales 
S or F Rater 
Number of words in essay 
Circle the number on each scale that most accurately reflects the content 
of the essay. Use the scales in the order that they appear below. 
Other-directed; 
Impact focus : 
Communal focus: 
Process focus: 
Agentlc focus: 
Task focus: 
Social focus: 
Inner-directed: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
very low 
7 8 9 10 1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
Typically masculine? 123456789 10 1 
12 13 14 15 
very high 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
Typically feminine? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 
very low very high 
Activity described (check one): 
athletics 
scholastics 
employment 
personal memberships 
group membership 
other (specify) 
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Essay # 
Content Ratine Scales 
S or F Rater 
Number of words in essay 
Circle the number on each scale that most accurately reflects the content 
of the essay. Use the scales in the order that they appear below. 
Inner-directed; 
Agentic focus: 
Impac t focus : 
Social focus: 
Task focus: 
Other-directed: 
Communal focus: 
Process focus: 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
very low 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6  7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
Typically masculine? 123456789 10 1 
Typically feminine? 
Activity described (check one); 
athletics 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
very low 
scholastics 
employment 
personal relationships 
group membership 
other (specify) 
12 13 14 15 
very high 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
12 13 14 15 
very high 
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APPENDIX C 
SUBJECT CHARACTERISTICS 
The personality scale (FAQ and WOFO) responses, demographic informa­
tion, number of words written in success and failure achievement essays, 
and the activity described in subjects' achievement essays were subjected 
to analyses designed to determine: (1) the comparability of the female 
and male samples, (2) the comparability of the current sample with 
samples used in previous research. 
Table 17 contains means for subjects' responses to the three sub-
scales of the FAQ. Information regarding the four subscales of the 
WOFO, subjects' age, their grade point averages, and the number of words 
written in success and failure achievement essays is displayed in Table 18. 
Frequencies of the type of activity described in subjects' achievement 
essays appears in Table 19. 
A series of tests were used to examine the FAQ scale scores of fe­
males and males. These analyses revealed no differences in masculinity 
scale scores. Females scored higher than males on the femininity scale. 
Table 17. Personal attributes questionnaire scale scores 
Mean value 
FAQ scale Females Males 
Masculinity 
Femininity* 
20.75 
23.77 
21.97 
21.61 
Masculinity-femininity a 15.19 17.07 
F^emales and males differ, £ < 0.05. 
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Table 18. Means for work and family orientation questionnaire scale 
scores, and subjects' age 
Mean values 
Variable PAQ categories Females Males 
Work orientation 
Mastery orientation 
Competitiveness 
Personal unconcern 
Number of words In 
success essays 
Number of words In 
failure essays 
Subjects' age 
Masculine 20. 62 b 21. ,57 be 20. 32 b 
Feminine 20. 14 ab 21. ,35 be 18. 53 ab 
Androgynous 21. 40 b 21. ,53 be 21. 18 be 
Undifferentiated 18. 76 a 17. ,64 a 19. 44 ab 
20. ,72 a 19. 82 a 
Masculine 20. 62 b 
Feminine 
Androgynous 
17. 
20. 
31 
87 
a 
b 19. 02 a 19. 30 a 
Undifferentiated 18. 21 a 
Masculine 14. 48 b 
Feminine 
Androgynous 
11. 
14. 
54 
13 
a 
b 12. ,56 a 13. 82 a 
Undifferentiated 13. 10 ab 
9. 70 a 9. 35 a 
77. 98 a 71. 08 a 
84. ,00 a 64. 38 b 
19. 86 a 19. 67 a 
Note: Means are broken down for sex of subject only, unless there 
was a significant main effect or Interaction Involving PAQ categories. 
Means within a dependent variable and a section of the table not sharing 
common subscripts differ, £ <0.05. 
(^121) = 3.24, £ < 0.002, whereas males scored higher than females on the 
masculinity-femininity scale, ^ (121) = 2.79, jg < 0.007. 
Subjects' responses on the four subscales of the WOFO, the number of 
words written in their achievement essays, and subjects' ages were sub­
jected 2 (sex) X 4 (masculine, feminine, androgynous, undifferentiated 
Table 19. Frequencies of subjects in grade point categories, and activity described in success and 
failure achievement essays 
Ni"n>>er of subjects 
Variable Females Males Total Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 
Grade point average 
1.4 or below 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 
1.5 to 1.9 4 5 9 3 2 1 3 
2.0 to 2.4 9 17 26 4 8 7 7 
2.5 to 2.9 29 22 51 8 17 14 12 
3.0 to 3.4 11 12 23 7 7 4 5 
3.5 or above 4 9 13 7 1 4 1 
Success activities 
Athletics 9 18 27 6 8 6 7 
Scholastics 17 17 34 7 9 11 7 
Employment 4 5 9 2 0 2 5 
Personal relation­
ships 2 2 4 0 3 0 1 
Group concerns 7 5 12 3 3 4 2 
Contests 1 5 6 1 1 3 1 
Personal growth 1 2 3 1 0 1 1 
Uncodeable 6 8 14 7 6 0 1 
Failure activities 
Athletics 9 24 33 12 6 8 7 
Scholastics 20 .16 36 3 14 11 8 
Employment 8 4 12 2 4 2 4 
Table 19. Continued 
Number of subjects 
Variable Females Males Total Masculine Feminine Androgynous Undifferentiated 
Failure activities 
Personal relation­
ships 4 4 8 4 1 1 2 
Group concerns 3 2 5 1 0 2 2 
Contests 3 14 2 1 1 0 
Personal growth 2 2 4 0 1 2 1 
Uncodeable 6 5 11 2 4 2 3 
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categories) ÂNOVAs using a least squares solution due to unequal cell 
sizes. The means associated with these analyses can be found In 
Table 18. 
Analysis of subjects' scores on the WOFO scale that measured their 
orientation to working hard In achievement settings revealed a main ef­
fect for PAQ category, F(3, 115) = 4.80, £ <0.004, which was qualified 
by an Interaction of sex and PAQ category, F(3, 115) = 3.19, £ < 0.03. 
Duncan's tests (using a modification due to Kramer, 1956 to correct for 
unequal cell sizes) revealed that while undifferentiated subjects were 
lower in work orientation than the other groups, this was especially 
true for female-undifferentlated subjects. Also, feminine-males 
tended to be lower in work orientation than other groups. A main effect 
for FAQ category in the analysis of subjects' mastery.orientation scale 
scores, F(3, 115) • 7.06, £ <0.0004 was examined using Kramer's modifica­
tion of Duncan's tests. Masculine and androgynous subjects were higher 
in mastery orientation than were feminine and undifferentiated sub­
jects. 
Masculine and androgynous subjects were also found to be higher 
in competitiveness than feminine subjects, F(3, 115) = 5.33, £ <0.002. 
Undifferentiated subjects did not differ from any of the other PAQ 
groups. There were no differences due to sex, PAQ category, or their 
interaction evident in the analysis of subjects' personal unconcern 
scale scores. 
The analyses of the number of words subjects wrote revealed no 
differences in their success essays; however, females wrote more words 
in their failure essays than males in their failure essays, F(l, 105) -
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10.44, s. < 0.002. Sex x PAQ analyses of subjects' ages revealed no 
significant main effects or interactions. 
Frequencies of subjects' grade point average categories, and the 
type of activity described in subjects' success and failure achievement 
essays, broken down by sex and by PAQ category, appear in Table 19. 
Chl-square analyses of these frequency tables revealed no significant 
differences due to sex or PAQ category. However, inspection of Table 19 
reveals that there was a wide range of grade point averages among sub­
jects in this study, and that the bulk of the achievement essays (31% 
of the success, 32% of the failure essays) were written about scholastic 
achievements. 
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APPENDIX D. 
EFFECTS OF ORDER OF PRESENTATION 
Effects of Order of Success-Failure 
Presentation on Achievement Focus Scores 
The 2 (subject sex) x 2 (order of success-failure presentation) x 
4 (masculine, feminine, androgynous, undifferentiated PAQ categories) x 
2 (success or failure experiences) unweighted means ANOVAs performed on 
subjects' achievement focus scores in the Discussion section yielded 
some effects for the order of presentation variable. 
There were no significant effects for order of presentation evident 
in the analyses of subjects' agentic, communal, task, or social focus 
scores. However, there was a three-way interaction of order of 
presentation, PAQ category, and success vs. failure experiences on sub­
jects' impact focus scores, F(3, 82) = 5.42, £ <0.002. This inter­
action, when interpreted in light of the significant four-way interaction 
of sex, order of presentation, PAQ category, and success or failure ex­
perience F(3, 82) = 3.70, £ <0.02 on subjects' impact focus scores, and 
in terms of the interaction of PAQ categories and success vs. failure 
experiences (reported in the Results section) suggests that the very 
low impact focus score for undifferentiated subjects' failures was 
especially evident in the essay that subjects wrote first. The three-
way and four-way interactions described above can be found in Tables 20 
and 21, respectively. 
Analysis of subjects' other-directed scores revealed an interaction 
of PAQ category and order of presentation, F(3, 82) = 3.48, £ < 0.02. 
Table 20. Interaction of FÂQ categories, success or failure experiences and order of presentation 
on impact focus 
Success experience • Failure experience 
PAQ category Success first Failure first Success first Failure first 
Masculine - 0.35 0.21 . 0.61 - 0.25 
Feminine 0.17 - 0.25 - 0.05 0.09 
Androgynous 0.21 0.51 0.38 0.13 
Undifferentiated 0.26 - 0.05 - 0.01 - 0.34 
Table 21. Interaction of sex, FAQ categories, success or failure experiences and order of presenta­
tion on impact focus scores 
Females Males 
Success Failure Success Failure 
PAQ category SF FF SF FF SF FF SF FF 
Masculine - 0.92 0.27 0.59 - 0.80 0.23 0.14 0.63 0.31 
Feminine 0.18 - 0.34 - 0.56 - 0.09 0.16 - 0.17 0.46 0.28 
Androgynous 0.01 0.46 0.26 - 0.16 0.42 0.56 0.49 0.43 
Undifferentiated 0.50 - 0.58 - 0.01 - 0.46 0.02 0.47 - 0.78 - 0.21 
Note: The order of presentation variable was abbreviated such that "SF" = success first and 
"FF" = failure first. 
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This interaction is presented in Table 22 and shows that masculine and 
undifferentiated subjects wrote less other-directed essays when they 
wrote their success essays first. The interaction of order and success 
vs. failure essay on other-directed scores, F(l, 82) = 5.96, £ <0.02 
(Table 21), suggests that the essay subjects wrote first was less other-
directed than the one they wrote second. Interactions of PAQ category 
and order of presentation, F(3, 82) = 2.79, £ <0.05 (Table 23), 
and order of presentation and success vs. failure essay, F(l, 82) = 10.33, 
2 <0.002 (Table 24) on subjects inner-directed scores are mirror images 
of the similar interactions obtained for other-directed scores. Thus, 
inner-directed scores of masculine and undifferentiated subjects were 
higher when success was described first, and in general, the essay sub­
jects wrote first was more inner-directed than the one written second. 
There were no effects for the order of presentation variable in subjects' 
stereotypic masculine and feminine achievement scores. 
Table 22. Interaction of order of presentation and PAQ categories on 
other-directed scores 
PAQ category Success first Failure first 
Masculine - 0.45 0.09 
Feminine 0.23 - 0.10 
Androgynous 0.35 - 0.11 
Undifferentiated - 0.42 - 0.08 
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Table 23. Interaction of success-failure experiences and order of 
presentation on other-directed scores 
Experience Success first Failure first 
Success - 0.11 0.31 
Failure - 0.03 - 0.32 
Table 24. Interaction of order of presentation and PAQ categories on 
Inner-directed scores 
PAQ category Success first Failure first 
Masculine 0.40 - 0.14 
Feminine - 0.27 0.19 
Androdynous - 0.33 0.02 
Undifferentiated 0.39 0.02 
Effects of Order of Success-Failure 
Presentation on Attributions 
The 2 (subject sex) x 2 (order of presentation) x 4 (masculine, 
feminine, androgynous, undifferentiated PAQ categories) x 2 (success 
or failure experience) unweighted means ANOVAs performed on subjects' 
attributions concerning the causes of their success or failure experiences 
reported In the Discussion section revealed some effects for order of 
presentation. 
Subjects accorded their ability greater Importance to their 
performance when success experiences were described first (M = 12.12) 
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than when failure experiences were described first (M = 10.96), F(l, 107) = 
6.17, £<0.02 (Table 25). The Interaction of success vs. failure experience 
and order of presentation on subjects' attributions to luck, 2(1, 107) = 
5.37, £ < 0.03, Is displayed in Table 26. Subjects seemed to attribute 
their performance in the experience they described first to luck less 
than the experience described second. 
Table 25. Interaction of order of presentation and success vs. 
failure experience on ability attributions 
Experience Success first Failure first 
Success 0.25 - 0.19 
Failure - 0.16 0.23 
Analysis of subjects' responses to the task difficulty attribution 
item revealed an interaction of success vs. failure experience and 
order of presentation, F(l, 107) = 5.45, £ <0.03, and an interaction 
of success vs. failure experience, FAQ categories, and order of presenta­
tion, F(3, 197) = 3.58, £ <0.02. Tables 27 and 28 contain the means 
for these two-way and three-way interactions, respectively. These 
interactions show that in the experience subjects described second, 
task difficulty was considered to be less of a factor than in the one 
they described first. This effort was heightened for the failure ex­
periences of masculine and androgynous subjects. 
None of the analyses of the other attrlbutlonal items (subjects' 
perceptions that the task they attempted would be difficult for most 
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Table 26. Interaction of success or failure experience and order of 
presentation on attributions to luck 
Experience Success first Failure first 
Success 11.35 9.58 
Failure 10.22 10.92 
Note: This item was scored such that hl^  scores reflect the 
perception that luck had less effect on performance. 
Table 27. Interaction of success or failure experience and order of 
presentation on attributions to task difficulty 
Experience Success first Failure first 
Success 4.98 6.61 
Failure 6.32 5.79 
Note: This item was scored so that high numbers reflect attribu­
tions for less effect of task difficulty. 
Table 28. Interaction of PÂQ category, success or failure experience 
and order of presentation on attributions to task difficulty 
Success Failure 
PAQ category Success first Failure first Success first Failure first 
Masculine 4.36 6.45 10.57 5.88 
Feminine 6.17 5.23 6.05 
j 
5.13 
Androdynous 5-. 53 6.83 3.66 6.00 
Undifferentiated 3.86 7.94 4.98 6.14 
Note: This item was scored so that high numbers reflect subjects' 
perceptions that task difficulty was less important. 
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people, attributions to effort) yielded significant effects for the 
order of situation variable, at alpha = 0.10, or less. 
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APPENDIX E. 
CORRELATIONS AMONG ACHIEVEMENT FOCUS SCORES, PERSONALITY 
VARIABLES, AND ATTRIBUTIONS 
Pearson correlation coefficients were computed between subsets of 
the variables used in the factor analyses reported in the Discussion 
section. These correlations are reported to provide the interested 
reader with an indication of the specific relationships among variables 
used in this research. The ns used to compute the various correlation 
coefficients vary because some of the achievement focus scores had to 
be deleted (see the Method section), but subjects with complete data for 
any given pair of variables were used. This "pair-wise" deletion of 
missing cases was employed in order to maximize the use of the data 
collected. 
Table 29. Intercorrelatlons of achievement focus scale scores for success experiences 
A B C D E F G H I J 
Agentic (A) — - 28 32 - 25 29 36 - 01 22 41 - 45 
Communal (B) - 19 — - 40 - 18 - 21 10 - 08 - 28 25 
Task (C) 52 - 35 — - 64 52 - 01 06 - 13 39 - 42 
Social (D) - 59 59 - 68 — - 21 - 12 16 04 - 32 M 
Ingiact (E) 28 - 06 21 - 15 — 15 19 - 30 28 - 25 
Process (F) - 03 - 14 12 - 16 - 29 — - 15 03 03 - 03 
Other-directed (G) 02 12 - 07 25 26 - 21 — - 60 01 - 01 
Inner-directed (H) - 02 03 04 - 09 - 28 20 - 72 — - 06 07 
Masculine (I) 31 - 13 19 - 29 27 02 03 05 — - 96 
Feminine (J) - 48 30 - 36 51 - 28 - 03 02 09 - 89 — 
Note: Decimal points have been deleted frcm correlation coefficients. Correlations for 
males (n = 61) are below the main diagonal, while those for females (n = 46) are above. Under­
scored coefficients are significantly different from 0, £ < 0.05. 
Table 30. Intercorrelations of achievement focus scale scores for failure experiences 
A B C D E F G H I J 
Agentic (A) — - 26 71 - 66 M 06 04 02 52 - 43 
Communal (B) - 22 — - 41 42 - 14 - 33 13 - 02 - 25 17 
Task (C) 19 - 52 — - 78 45 14 - 21 26 56 - 46 
Social (D) - 39 59 - 40 — - 43 - 12 M - 28 - 54 
Impact (E) 26 - 23 M - 16 — - 14 13 - 21 27 - 19 
Process (F) - 07 - 14 04 19 - 15 — - 04 22 14 - 16 
Other-directed (G) 31 13 13 10 25 - 29 — - 79 - 16 18 
Inner-directed (H) - 04 - 22 - 12 - 14 - 28 43 - 79 — 17 - 21 
Masculine (I) 25 - 28 39 - 22 41 - 23 14 - 08 — - 94 
Feminine (J) - 25 32 - 42 34 - 45 26 - 09 09 - 95 — 
Note: Decimal points have been deleted from the correlation coefficients, and underscored 
coefficients are different from 0, £ <0.05. Correlations for females (n = 55) are above the 
main diagonal, while those for males (n = 58) are below. 
Table 31. Correlations of FÂQ and WOFO scale scores for females and males 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
PAg 
Masculinity (1) — 0,27 0.26 0.46 0.48 0.49 - 0.07 
Femininity (2) 0.14 — - 0.28 0.16 0,57 0.14 0.08 
Masculinity-femininity (3) 0.51 - 0.32 — 0.38 - 0.17 - 0.05 - 0.38 
WOFO — 
Mastery (4) 0.58 - 0.06 0.47 0.33 0.22 - 0.27 
Work (5) 0.31 0.03 0.09 0.19 • — 0.44 0.07 
Competitiveness (6) 0,22 - 0.13 - 0.01 0.09 0.36 — - 0.11 
Personal unconcern (7) 0.29 - 0.12 0.16 0.15 0.25 0.15 -
Note: Correlation for females (n = 57) are above the main diagonal; correlations for males 
(n = 66) are below the main diagonal. Underscored coefficients are significantly different from 0, 
£ < 0.05. 
Table 32. Correlations of personality variables and achievement focus scores for success ex­
periences 
Achievement Females Males 
focus M F MF MA W C P M F MF MA W C P 
Agentic 09 02 01 - 02 18 15 05 21 08 07 - 02 03 09 - 02 
Conmunal - 07 03 05 - 29 - 01 - 22 - 07 - 19 14 - 14 - 07 02 - 21 - 01 
Task - 29 - 02 02 - 05 - 08 27 20 07 13 02 - 15 - 11 - 05 - 16 
Social - 17 - 00 - 03 - 05 - 11 - 27 - 09 - 18 - 09 00 08 - 07 - 12 05 
Intact 28 04 01 - 09 01 - 05 06 21 21 - 00 17 - 14 - 20 16 
Process 18 11 04 06 16 03 11 22 - 19 27 09 04 20 - 07 
Other-directed 04 12 - 01 13 - 13 - 04 - 06 08 15 - 09 07 - 14 - 00 06 
Inner-directed - 07 - 15 - 04 - 12 16 14 13 - 17 - 25 - 00 - 06 09 - 03 - 01 
Masculine 19 02 - 02 13 - 15 13 - 01 23 - 14 17 09 - 28 - 07 - 08 
Feminine - 28 - 07 08 - 07 13 - 22 - 02 - 23 15 - 21 - 05 23 06 04 
Note: Decimal points have been deleted and correlation coefficients that are different from 0 
0, 2 < 0.05 are underscored. Personality scales were abbreviated so that "M," "F," and "MF* refer 
to the masculinity, femininity and masculinity-femininity scales of the PAQ, respectively. Also, 
"MA," "W," "C," and "P" refer to the mastery, work, competitiveness and personal unconcern scales 
of the WOFO, respectively. 
Table 33. Correlations of personality variables and achievement focus scores for failure ex­
periences 
Achievement Females Males 
focus M F MF MA W C P M F MF MA W C P 
Agentic 04 09 22 06 - 05 - 14 - 23 18 26 - 02 - 04 - 01 04 08 
Comaunal 10 05 - 08 04 25 17 - 07 06 - 09 23 - 01 - 01 - 04 - 01 
Task - 07 - 05 29 - 03 - 18 - 16 - 18 05 - 02 - 01 03 05 - 06 08 
Social - 02 - 06 22 00 15 13 14 07 - 08 24 - 09 - 17 06 - 03 
Impact - 00 04 11 - 01 - 08 10 - 08 33 05 13 25 31 14 11 
Process - 10 - 04 - 04 08 04 03 - 08 - 08 03 07 - 07 - 18 00 03 
Other-directed - 04 07 - 19 - 05 07 - 01 - 02 18 23 - 15 - 04 11 06 11 
Inner-direc ted - 06 - 07 13 - 03 - 13 - 04 05 - 12 - 12 07 - 08 - 10 05 - 11 
Masculine - 06 - 02 21 13 - 18 - 15 - 23 01 05 - 11 - 09 12 05 - 01 
Feminine 02 03 - 16 - 18 13 08 18 01 - 01 11 03 - 17 - 05 - 08 
Note: Decimal points have been deleted, and correlation coefficients that are different from 
0, £ < 0.05,are underscored. Personality scales were abbreviated so that "M," "F," and "MF" refer 
to the ma culinity, femininity, and masculinity-femininity scales of the PAW, respectively. Also, 
"MA," "W," "C," and "P" refer to the mastery, work, competitiveness, and personal unconcern 
scales of the WOFO, respectively. 
Table 34. Correlations of achievement focus scores and attributions for success experiences 
Achievement 
focus 
Females Males 
A B C D E A B C D E 
Agentic 06 15 08 - 04 12 31 24 12 20 27 
Conmunal 16 02 - 00 17 - 03 - 22 - 14 - 34 - 11 07 
Task 11 26 - 22 - 19 25 23 25 07 02 43 
Social 10 - 05 - 11 13 - 31 - 43 - 30 - 28 - 04 - 22 
Ingiact 03 14 - 38 04 - 00 14 07 - 16 32 - 11 
Process - 01 10 - 12 - 14 10 - 07 16 08 - 35 12 
Other-directed 02 - 10 - 24 04 - 17 - 04 - 18 - 26 21 . - 08 
Inner-direc ted - 08 - 06 24 - 18 - 05 - 01 21 12 - 33 11 
Masculine 08 27 02 16 12 09 21 04 22 05 
Feminine - 09 - 31 02 - 15 - 14 - 28 - 28 - 12 - 14 - 08 
Note: Decimal points have been deleted from the correlation coefficients, and under­
scored coefficients are different from 0, £ < 0.05. Attribution measures are abbreviated such 
that "A" = subjects' perception that they had attempted a difficult task, "B," "C," "D," and 
"E" refer to subjects' attributions to ability, luck, task difficulty and effort, respectively. 
The attributional items were scored so that high numbers reflect internal attributions, such 
as high ability and low luck. 
Table 35. Correlations of achievement focus scores and attributions for failure experiences 
Achievement Females Males 
focus A B C D E A B C D £ 
Âgentic 27 08 - 03 - 13 15 26 26 - 09 - 16 09 
Comiunal - 01 03 - 04 - 02 - 22 - 13 - 05 02 - 11 00 
Task 26 07 01 - 00 02 11 - 01 03 07 - 12 
Social - 21 - 09 - 11 - 00 03 - 14 - 12 01 01 - 09 
Inqtact - 11 05 15 06 - 16 29 01 04 03 - 17 
Process - 01 - 10 13 - 06 22 - 03 - 15 16 - 03 28 
Other-directed 00 13 - 15 - 19 26 08 12 - 18 - 14 - 21 
Inner-directed 26 - 01 07 04 - 21 05 - 04 13 03 22 
Masculine 31 44 01 - 07 19 26 06 08 - 05 - 23 
Feminine - 28 - 44 06 13 - 26 - 28 - 04 - 10 07 14 
Note: Decimal points have been deleted from the correlation coefficients, and under­
scored coefficients are different from 0, jg <0.05. Attribution measures are abbreviated such 
that "A" = subjects' perception that they had attempted a difficult task, "B," "C," "D," and 
"E" refer to subjects' attributions to ability, luck, task difficulty, and effort, respectively. 
The attributional items were scored so that high numbers reflect attributions to internal 
causes, such as the importance of ability and unimportance of luck. 
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Table 36. Correlations of FAQ scale scores and attributions 
Attribution item 
Females Males 
M F MF M F MF 
Success 
Difficult activity 0.13 - 0.03 0.28 0.44 0.03 0.26 
Ability 0.17 0.08 0.08 0.34 - 0.02 0.11 
Luck - 0.09 0.02 0.31 0.14 0.13 0.08 
Task difficulty 0.04 - 0.04 - 0.10 - 0.03 0.09 0.15 
Effort 0.03 - 0.21 0.15 - 0.16 0.08 - 0.19 
Failure 
Difficult activity 0.03 - 0.18 0.17 0.14 0.08 0.08 
Ability 0.07 0.07 - 0.04 0.08 - 0.08 0.10 
Luck 0.42 0.21 - 0.03 - 0.09 - 0.09 0.14 
Task difficulty - 0.06 0.07 0.09 0.07 - 0.14 0.08 
Effort - 0.05 0.10 - 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.07 
Note: The attributional items were scored so that higher numbers 
reflected greater ascriptions to internal causes. Thus, high scores on 
the difficult activity, ability, and effort items reflect subjects' 
perceptions that these were important causes of their performances, 
whereas high numbers on the luck and task difficulty items reflect 
subjects' perceptions that these factors were not important determi­
nants of their performance. Underscored coefficients are different 
from 0, £ < 0.05. 
Table 37. Correlation of WOFO scale scores and attributions 
Females Males 
Attribution item M W C p M W c P 
Success 
Difficult activity 0.17 - 0.02 - 0.05 - 0.23 0.16 0.12 0.12 0.29 
Ability 0.09 0.01 0.09 - 0.05 0.08 0.09 - 0.04 0.14 
Luck 0.25 0.07 - 0.06 - 0.23 0.03 0.12 - 0.14 0.06 
Task difficulty - 0.09 - 0.03 - 0.01 - 0.06 - 0.11 - 0.23 - 0.06 - 0.14 
Effort 0.17 - 0.09 - 0.21 0.10 - 0.28 - 0.01 - 0.02 - 0.08 
Failure 
Difficult activity - 0.05 - 0.12 - 0.10 - 0.01 0.04 - 0.01 0.42 - 0.08 
Ability - 0.11 - 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.28 0.11 0.16 
Luck 0.29 0.27 0.28 - 0.01 0.07 0.12 - 0.01 - 0.05 
Task difficulty - 0.04 - 0.01 0.13 - 0.12 0.17 - 0.14 - 0.08 - 0.14 
Effort - 0.12 0.03 - 0.00 0.05 0.09 0.11 0.05 0.01 
Note: The attribution items were scored so that high numbers reflect ascriptions to internal 
(or less external) causes and a difficult activity. Underscored coefficients are different from 0, 
£ < 0.05. 
